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ABSTRACT

PERCEPTIONS OF ACCEPTABILITY AND LEVEL OF AGGRESSIVENESS OF
FEMALE-PERPETRATED, VERSUS MALE-PERPETRATED,
INTIMATE PARTNER VIOLENCE
Sarah Ramsey, Ph.D.
Department of Psychology
Northern Illinois University, 2017
Alan Rosenbaum, Director

Research suggests that female-perpetrated intimate partner violence against a male partner (i.e.,
FTM IPV) may be viewed differently than male-perpetrated IPV against a female partner (i.e.,
MTF IPV) with regard to how acceptable and aggressive these acts are perceived. The current
study utilized a unique methodological approach to examine 240 participants’ (117 men and
123 women) perceptions of acceptability and aggressiveness while viewing audio-visual
depictions of MTF IPV and FTM IPV scenarios. Contrary to predictions, results indicated that
female participants rated the FTM, but not the MTF, IPV scenario as significantly more
acceptable than male participants. No significant differences were found between male and
female participants regarding how aggressive they rated the MTF IPV and FTM IPV scenarios.
However, as anticipated, both male and female participants rated the FTM IPV scenario as
significantly more acceptable and less aggressive than the MTF IPV scenario. Further, the
results indicated that participant sex and perpetrator sex did not interact to influence
acceptability or aggressiveness ratings of the MTF IPV or FTM IPV scenarios. Finally, the
results demonstrated that male and female participants’ greater acceptability of FTM IPV as
compared to MTF IPV remained even when controlling for the perceived aggressiveness level

across these two scenarios. The findings have important research and clinical implications for
the development of more effective IPV prevention and intervention programs, particularly
programs tailored to female perpetrators of IPV, as well as even broader implications for both
public health and safety.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Intimate partner violence (IPV) is a specific form of aggression in which one individual,
within the context of a romantic relationship, aggresses (verbally, emotionally, physically,
and/or sexually) against the other partner (National Center for Injury, 2003). IPV is a social
issue that impacts millions of men and women in their daily lives (Allen, 2010; Caldwell,
Swan, & Woodbrown, 2011; National Center for Injury, 2003; Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000). In
the United States, the lifetime prevalence of physical IPV victimization is 32.9% for women
and 28.2% for men (Black et al., 2011). Consequences of IPV include emotional difficulties,
physical injury, interpersonal problems, and economic struggles (National Center for Injury,
2003).
IPV has historically been characterized as wife-, or woman-abuse, and was a “hidden”
problem that was culturally sanctioned and ignored by law enforcement and the judiciary (e.g.,
Pleck, 1987). Battered women’s advocates have been engaged in a long-standing campaign to
bring this problem to public attention and change both the laws and popular culture regarding
perceptions of IPV. Battered women’s advocates, academics, and researchers examining IPV,
and the factors associated with it, have done much to bring this matter to the forefront of public
discourse (e.g., Dobash, Dobash, Wilson, & Daly, 1992; McCloskey, 2007; Rajan &
McCloskey, 2007). However, popular culture, including television, film, and even mass media

2
reports have arguably been more impactful in contributing to individuals’ knowledge of and
opinions about IPV. While some of these depictions of IPV effectively reflect the harmful
dynamics associated with these events, others seem to contribute to, and in some cases,
indirectly reinforce certain stereotypes associated with IPV. Specifically, many of these popular
culture portrayals of IPV appear to be dismissing, and at times, supportive of scenarios in
which women aggress against men.
Throughout the history of film, scenes of women hitting or slapping men have been a
common occurrence (Clotheslinemedia, 2008). Blockbuster movies, such as Pirates of the
Caribbean, and critically acclaimed films, such as Shakespeare in Love and Moonstruck,
casually depict female-to-male (FTM) aggression as humorous, or at the very least,
situationally acceptable (Clotheslinemedia, 2008). Conversely, films depicting male-to-female
(MTF) aggression, such as Julia Robert’s Sleeping with the Enemy and Jennifer Lopez’s
Enough, cast a significantly more serious light on the issue of IPV. In addition to film,
nationally broadcast television commercials can be easily found that depict the use of FTM
aggression as cute and funny. A recent series of commercials for V-8 vegetable juice involve
women (a workout instructor, wife, and fast food drive-through worker) hitting men (a workout
client, husband, and fast food customer, respectively) on the head when they admit they have
not been eating their vegetables (Gee, 2013; GoonMaroon, 2008; Schnapp, 2011).
These disparate depictions of MTF and FTM aggression in film and television raise the
question of whether society views FTM violence as more acceptable than MTF violence.
However, these are purely fictional portrayals of gender dynamics that admittedly may not
translate to real-world relationship scenarios between men and women. Interestingly, some
media organizations have conducted hidden camera demonstrations of actors portraying MTF
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and FTM IPV in public and the reactions of bystanders were recorded (Clotheslinemedia, 2008;
The ManKind Initiative, 2014). In 2008, the Clotheslinemedia News organization aired the
results of two separate hidden camera demonstrations to shed light on public opinion regarding
female, compared to male, perpetrated aggression. In the first hidden camera demonstration, a
male and female actor each enacted the aggressor role for part of the time to determine whether
MTF aggression would elicit different reactions from bystanders than FTM aggression. Some
of the male and female bystanders were then brought together by the news crew to provide their
impressions of the interactions they had just witnessed. Both the men and women expressed
significantly less concern about the FTM aggression compared to the MTF aggression. Many of
the bystanders even laughed when speaking about or watching tape of the woman hitting the
man. Further, when the victim in the scenario was the man, female bystanders had a tendency
to perceive the man as looking “guilty,” suggesting they might be blaming the male victim for
the female perpetrator’s behavior (Clotheslinemedia, 2008). Additionally, many of the women
reported they viewed the female perpetrator as a sort of “role model” for asserting herself
toward her male partner (Clotheslinemedia, 2008).
Clotheslinemedia’s (2008) other hidden camera demonstration depicted only FTM IPV
and, in the vast majority of cases, both male and female bystanders simply walked by the
violent exchange as if nothing were happening. However, in one case, a female bystander
stopped shortly after walking past the actors and watched the couple as the woman engaged in
verbal and physical abuse toward her male partner. Later, when the news crew asked the
bystander about the interaction she witnessed, the woman stated she did not believe the woman
“was posing any threat” to her male partner, citing this as the reason why she chose to not
intervene. A man, who happened to be an off-duty police officer, was also one of the many
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individuals who walked past the couple with no discernible concern for the violence that was
occurring. When asked about his reaction (or lack thereof) to the incident, the man stated he
interpreted it as “a little tiff.” However, he then elaborated that if the man had been aggressing
toward the woman, he would have immediately intervened. The man admitted that this was a
“double-standard” but then offered, in defense of his conduct, that he was simply “oldfashioned” (Clotheslinemedia, 2008).
While some could argue that these reactions reflect passive acceptance of FTM,
compared to MTF, aggression, it is difficult to say whether all of these bystanders actively
approved of female violence against the male partner. However, for one female bystander who
viewed the exchange, it appears she was not only accepting of the FTM incident, but that she
was actually proud of the female actor for aggressing. As this woman passed the actors, she put
her hands in the air as if she were cheering and then proceeded to make punching motions at an
imaginary opponent. When she later spoke with the news crew about her reaction, she stated
she believed there must have been “a good reason” for why the woman was verbally and
physically aggressing against her partner. For example, she suggested “maybe she caught him
cheating.” She also stated the man must have “done something to make her lose it,” effectively
placing blame on the man for the woman’s aggressive behavior. At one point, the woman even
admitted she looked up to the female actor and stated that she thought, “You go, girl,” when
she first saw the woman aggressing toward her male partner (Clotheslinemedia, 2008).
Another hidden camera demonstration was conducted in 2014 by a group called The
ManKind Initiative in which a male and female actor each took turns playing the aggressor in a
public area in front of several bystanders. Similar to what was found in the Clotheslinemedia
News demonstrations, male and female bystanders observing the FTM IPV incident did
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nothing to intervene. Instead, both men and women were shown staring and many times
smiling and laughing at the interaction between the actors. Conversely, when the actors
depicted MTF IPV, several people expressed concern for the safety of the woman and overt
disapproval of the behavior of the man. Several women immediately came to the woman’s aid
when the violent interaction began escalating from primarily verbal, to physical, abuse. Some
bystanders threatened to call the police, while others chastised the man for his behavior and
told the woman that she did not have to “put up” with her partner’s behavior (The ManKind
Initiative, 2014). Even after the male actor stopped his aggressive behavior, the hidden camera
showed a man approach the actors to confirm that the woman was okay before leaving them.
Upon review of the numerous popular culture depictions of, and commentaries about,
IPV, it appears that there may be a disparity between how society views FTM compared to
MTF IPV. That is, IPV appears to be more socially accepted by both men and women when it
is perpetrated by a woman as opposed to a man (Clotheslinemedia, 2008; Gee, 2013;
GoonMaroon, 2008; The ManKind Initiative, 2014; Schnapp, 2011). Scholarly research has
also found that FTM violence tends to be viewed as more acceptable than MTF violence (e.g.
Cross, Tee, & Campbell, 2011; Dennison & Thompson, 2011; Felson & Feld, 2009; Vandello
& Cohen, 2003). Further, there is some research suggesting that FTM IPV may be perceived as
less aggressive than MTF IPV (Cook & Harris, 1995; R. J. Harris & Cook, 1994). However,
significantly less research has examined this question as compared to the amount of research
examining IPV acceptability. These studies will be reviewed later.
In addition to possibly being viewed as more acceptable and less aggressive, research
has demonstrated that FTM IPV is far more common than previously believed. Traditional
conceptualizations of IPV tend to focus on MTF aggression (e.g., Dobash et al., 1992) but

6
recent studies have suggested that women perpetrate against their romantic partners at equal, or
higher, rates than men (Archer, 2000; Forke, Myers, Catallozzi, & Schwartz, 2008; Randle &
Graham, 2011). While advocates (supported by empirical evidence) note that female victims of
male violence typically suffer more frequent and severe injuries (Archer, 2000; Fincham, Cui,
Braithwaite, & Pasley, 2008; National Center for Injury, 2003; Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000), the
high frequency with which FTM aggression occurs is now widely acknowledged. However,
because it has historically been politically incorrect to study FTM aggression (Abel, 2001), we
have less empirically supported information regarding FTM IPV.
The current study aimed to empirically examine several questions related to the
acceptability of aggression and the perception of the level of aggression in IPV depictions.
First, although scholarly research has provided some evidence for the greater acceptability of
FTM versus MTF IPV perpetration, as will become clear later in this document, research using
more sophisticated methodology was utilized in the current study to further establish this
finding. Second, the current study examined potential differences in peoples’ perceptions of the
level of aggressiveness of MTF versus FTM IPV, with the expectation that FTM IPV would be
perceived as less aggressive than MTF IPV. Third, no known study has examined whether
higher acceptability ratings of FTM compared to MTF IPV are accounted for by FTM IPV
being perceived as less aggressive. Therefore, the current study examined whether, at
equivalent levels of perceived aggressiveness, there were any differences in the acceptability
ratings of FTM, compared to MTF, IPV. Finally, the current study examined whether
participant sex influences ratings of IPV acceptability and level of aggressiveness.

CHAPTER 2

INTIMATE PARTNER VIOLENCE

Traditional conceptualizations of IPV have generally defined this construct in terms of
MTF aggression (e.g., Dobash et al., 1992; McCloskey, 2007; Rajan & McCloskey, 2007).
That is, women are not typically considered IPV perpetrators within the context of romantic
relationships. Further, when women are found to have aggressed against a male partner,
traditional IPV theory proposes these women likely only resorted to violence in order to defend
themselves from their partner or to retaliate in response to MTF aggression (e.g., Dobash et al.,
1992; Reed, 2008; Shorey, Cornelius, & Bell, 2008).
However, more recent research has found evidence that there are motivations other than
self-defense that may explain why women aggress against their partners. In addition to
retaliatory aggression, these include expressing hurt or anger, feeling provoked by one’s
partner, attempting to regulate one’s emotions, and struggling with communication skills
(Follingstad, Wright, Lloyd, & Sebastian, 1991; Hettrich & O’Leary, 2007; HoltzworthMunroe, 2005; Stuart, Moore, Hellmuth, Ramsey, & Kahler, 2006). Although self-defense is
certainly a contributor to FTM IPV, it is but one reason for it.
Further, studies have found that both IPV perpetration and victimization rates tend to be
similar across sexes, and in many cases, rates of FTM IPV are higher than rates of MTF IPV
(Archer, 2000; Lewis & Fremouw, 2001; Shorey et al., 2008; Thompson, 1991; White & Koss,
1991). Follingstad and colleagues (1991) found that women tended to report higher rates of
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both IPV victimization and perpetration compared to men. Sharpe and Taylor (1999) found that
men reported higher rates of IPV victimization, while women reported higher rates of IPV
perpetration. However, while studies have found that women tend to perpetrate IPV at equal or
higher rates than men, men are more likely than women to cause physical injury to their
partners (Archer, 2000).
Another apparent distinction between MTF and FTM IPV is the difference in opinion
society holds with regard to these acts, as evidenced by the social media depictions of IPV
discussed above (e.g., film, television commercials, and hidden camera demonstrations). Two
constructs that are important to consider when evaluating MTF versus FTM IPV are the
perceived acceptability and perceived aggressiveness level of these incidents. The term
acceptability refers to how appropriate or justified a person perceives the use of aggression
against someone, or something, to be in a given situation. Aggressiveness level refers to
varying degrees of violence one exerts against something or someone in a given situation (e.g.,
mild, moderate, and severe levels of aggression). Although acceptability and aggressiveness
level are distinct constructs, it is reasonable to expect they may be related. That is, if
individuals rate a behavior as highly aggressive, is it also likely they will rate it as less
acceptable; and conversely, a behavior perceived as less aggressive might be viewed as more
acceptable.
Although the extant literature has established that women report similar amounts and
types of aggressive behavior against their partners as men, this research has yet to consider
perceived differences in acceptability and aggressiveness level of IPV acts based on the sex of
the perpetrator. For instance, studies examining the relative rates of FTM versus MTF IPV
typically do not elucidate whether people view a woman slapping her male partner differently
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than a man engaging in the exact same behavior against his female partner. Such research
might provide an explanation as to why society appears to view FTM IPV differently than MTF
IPV, despite the comparable rates of FTM and MTF perpetration.

Vignette Studies: Examining Perceptions of IPV Acceptance and Aggressiveness Level

Vignette studies have been utilized to examine the perceived acceptability, and to a
lesser extent, aggressiveness level of IPV incidents. In these studies, researchers construct
scenarios of IPV incidents in which certain contextual factors (e.g., sex of the perpetrator, sex
of the victim, severity of violence) are varied to determine the possible influence of these
factors on perceptions of IPV acceptability or aggressiveness level. For instance, only the
gender pronouns and names in a vignette are changed to examine differences in perceptions of
IPV based on sex. In these studies, participants typically read the vignettes and answer
questions using a self-report survey. These studies have produced meaningful preliminary
findings regarding the influence of sex on perceptions of IPV.

CHAPTER 3

SEX DIFFERENCES IN PERCEIVED ACCEPTANCE OF IPV VIGNETTES

Several research studies utilizing the above-mentioned vignette design have examined
whether sex differences exist when rating the acceptability of FTM versus MTF IPV (Arias &
Johnson, 1989; Bethke & DeJoy, 1993; Cook & Harris, 1995; Cross et al., 2011; Dennison &
Thompson, 2011; Feather, 1996; Fehr, Baldwin, Collins, Patterson, & Benditt, 1999; Feld &
Felson, 2008; Felson & Feld, 2009; M. B. Harris, 1991; R. J. Harris & Cook, 1994; Hilton,
Harris, & Rice, 2003; Lehmann & Santilli, 1996; Simon et al., 2001; Sorenson & Taylor,
2005). M. B. Harris’s (1991) study asked undergraduate students to read two scenarios
depicting physical violence with the following variables manipulated: 1) sex of perpetrator, 2)
sex of victim, and 3) type of relationship (i.e., friends, strangers, siblings, or married). For the
conditions in which a marital relationship was described, both male and female participants
rated MTF IPV more negatively than FTM IPV using self-report, Likert-type scales. In Bethke
and DeJoy’s (1993) study, undergraduate students were presented with eight written vignette
scenarios in which the only differences were 1) the sex of the perpetrator, 2) the severity of
violence, and 3) the setting of the incident (i.e., public versus private). Similar to M. B. Harris’s
(1991) findings, Bethke and DeJoy (1993) found that, when asked to rate the appropriateness of
the behavior depicted in the scenarios on a self-report, Likert-type scale, both men and women
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viewed vignettes depicting FTM physical IPV as more acceptable and less problematic than
vignettes depicting MTF physical IPV.
R. J. Harris and Cook (1994) also conducted a version of the vignette study design with
a sample of undergraduate students. Male and female participants read a fictional newspaper
article depicting MTF, FTM, or male-to-male (MTM) IPV and, in half of the vignettes, the
victim was depicted as verbally “provoking” the perpetrator (e.g., yelling at the perpetrator and
calling the perpetrator names). The authors found significant differences in participants’ ratings
based on their sex. That is, female participants were more likely than male participants to
endorse the following, regardless of the vignette version (i.e., victim provocation versus no
victim provocation): 1) call the police if they had witnessed the scenario, 2) rate the batterer as
more responsible for the scenario, 3) like the victim more in the scenario, and 4) believe the
victim should leave the batterer. However, both male and female participants reported that male
victims of FTM IPV and male batterers of MTF IPV were more responsible for the incidents
than female victims of MTF IPV and female batterers of FTM IPV, respectively. Further,
participants reported the batterer as less responsible when he or she was provoked, suggesting
there may be different perceptions regarding acceptability of provocational (or retaliatory) IPV
compared to unprovoked IPV.
These authors conducted another study in which undergraduate participants again read a
fictional newspaper article and answered several questions regarding their perceptions of the
incident (Cook & Harris, 1995). Participants read one of four possible versions of the article: 1)
male-initiated symmetric IPV (i.e., bi-directional violence that was started by the male partner),
2) female-initiated symmetric IPV (i.e., bi-directional violence that was started by the female
partner), 3) male-initiated asymmetric IPV (i.e., male-perpetrated IPV and female self-defense),
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and 4) female-initiated asymmetric IPV (i.e., female-perpetrated IPV and male self-defense). In
all four versions, both the male and female partner suffered physical injuries (e.g., black eye,
cut on the face). Both male and female participants reported using self-report, Likert-type
scales that the person who initiated the violence was the most responsible for the incident but
male-initiators were seen as more responsible compared to female-initiators. The authors also
found differences in responding based on the sex of the participant. Male participants reported
that men had the right to use force in the scenarios more than female participants. Further, male
participants reported the scenarios as more humorous than female participants. Overall, these
results are consistent with the findings from their 1994 study.
Simon and colleagues (2001) conducted a study using a nationally representative
sample of U.S. citizens to examine acceptability perceptions for MTF versus FTM IPV
scenarios. Participants were contacted via telephone and asked to indicate whether they
believed physical IPV perpetration was “OK” (i.e., acceptable) under the following six
circumstances: 1) a woman hitting a man after being hit first, 2) a man hitting a woman after
being hit first, 3) a woman hitting a man to “discipline” him, 4) a man hitting a woman to
“discipline” her, 5) a woman hitting a man whenever she wants, and 6) a man hitting a woman
whenever he wants. In general, male participants were more accepting of the IPV scenarios
compared to female participants. However, both male and female participants reported greater
acceptance of FTM compared to MTF IPV across each scenario. These results, found with a
community-based adult sample, are consistent with previous research conducted with
undergraduate samples (Bethke & DeJoy, 1993; Cook & Harris, 1995; R. J. Harris & Cook,
1994).
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A study conducted by Feld and Felson (2008) also used a community-based sample of
adult participants and found results consistent with previous research findings. In this study,
participants were presented with one of six vignettes depicting IPV scenarios with the
following variables manipulated: 1) sex of the perpetrator, 2) sex of the victim, 3) type of
relationship (i.e., marital or acquaintance). After reading the vignette, participants were asked
to report on a self-report, Likert-type scale how “justified” the victim in the vignette would be
if he or she retaliated against the perpetrator. Overall, male participants were more likely to
approve of the use of violence than female participants. However, both male and female
participants reported it was less acceptable for a man to retaliate violence and for a woman to
be retaliated against, regardless of the sex of the other character in the vignette or the
relationship between the characters. Additionally, participants found it particularly
unacceptable for a man to retaliate violence against a woman. Further, the use of retaliation was
seen as less acceptable within martial relationships compared to acquaintances. However, this
study only examined the construct of retaliatory violence and did not examine other forms of
partner violence, such as unprovoked aggression. Based on the results found in the study
conducted by Harris and Cook (1994), discussed above, there is reason to believe that
acceptability ratings may be different for scenarios of retaliatory, versus unprovoked, IPV.
Felson and Feld conducted another study in 2009 examining the relationship between
perpetrator sex and perceptions of IPV using a nationally representative sample of male and
female participants. In this study, participants read vignettes that only differed in the following
areas: 1) sex of the perpetrator, 2) sex of the victim, and 3) relationship between perpetrator and
victim (i.e., spouse or acquaintance). After reading the vignettes, participants then reported how
much they agreed or disagreed with the following questions: 1) “[The victim] should call the
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police,” 2) “In your moral judgment, [the perpetrator’s] swearing and hitting [the victim] in this
situation was a serious offense,” and 3) “If [the victim] hits [the perpetrator] back, [the victim]
is likely to get hurt by [the perpetrator]” (Felson & Feld, 2009, p. 482). Female participants
were more likely than male participants to report that a female victim of male-perpetrated
violence should call the police. However, both male and female participants reported that
violence against a spouse was more serious than violence against an acquaintance. Further,
both men and women rated the MTF IPV vignettes as the most serious form of aggression.
These findings are consistent with the results from their 2008 study.
A vignette study conducted by Feather (1996) also used a community-based sample of
adult participants to examine acceptability perceptions of IPV scenarios. However, this study
used a sample of individuals from Australia, in contrast to the studies discussed above that used
American samples. In this study, participants read four versions of a vignette that was modified
to depict 1) MTF IPV or FTM IPV and 2) IPV perpetration under Stress (reflecting impulsive,
unplanned behavior) or after Deliberation (reflecting thoughtful, planned behavior). In all four
versions of the vignette, the perpetrator is sentenced to 2 years in jail for his or her offense.
After reading each vignette, participants answered questions regarding 1) whether the
perpetrator deserved the penalty of 2 years in jail, 2) how responsible the perpetrator was for
the offense, 3) how serious the offense was, 4) how “harsh” the penalty was, 5) how positive
they felt about the penalty, and 6) how sympathetic they felt toward the perpetrator.
Feather (1996) found that male and female participants indicated that male perpetrators
were more responsible than female perpetrators and reported more sympathy for female
perpetrators than male perpetrators. Further, MTF IPV was seen as more serious than FTM
IPV. Additionally, the vignettes depicting IPV perpetration under Stress were seen as more
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serious than IPV perpetration after Deliberation. However, Feather (1996) also found a
significant interaction, in that participants reported that IPV in the Stress condition was only
more serious than IPV in the Deliberation condition for FTM IPV (i.e., there was no significant
difference between MTF IPV in the Stress versus Deliberation condition). Further, participants
reported that female perpetrators deserved a penalty more in the Stress condition, whereas male
perpetrators deserved a penalty more in the Deliberation condition. On possible explanation for
this finding is that if women aggress against a partner after deliberation, they may be viewed as
having a good reason for their aggression. This provides yet another example of the different
perceptions people appear to hold for MTF versus FTM IPV. Overall, these findings reflect a
consistent pattern of results comparable to that found in studies conducted with American
samples.
In another vignette study, conducted with an Australian population using a mixed
sample of community members and college undergraduates, participants were randomly
assigned to read one vignette that was manipulated in the following domains: 1) sex of the
perpetrator, 2) frequency of violence (i.e., first instance of IPV versus multiple past instances of
IPV), and 3) perpetrator’s intent to cause harm (i.e., clear intent versus no clear intent;
Dennison & Thompson, 2011). After reading the vignette, participants answered several
questions regarding 1) perceptions of the legality of the perpetrator’s behavior, 2) acceptability
of the perpetrator’s behavior, 3) degree of physical injury to the victim, 4) degree of emotional
injury to the victim, 5) likelihood of the perpetrator aggressing again in the future, 6) how the
victim should respond, and 7) what legal consequences the perpetrator should face.
Overall, both male and female participants rated depictions of MTF IPV as less
acceptable than depictions of FTM IPV. For instance, participants perceived MTF IPV as more
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illegal than equivalent depictions of FTM IPV. Interestingly, Dennison and Thompson (2011)
also found that, when examining acceptability ratings in the FTM IPV condition only,
participant sex differences emerged. Female participants rated depictions of FTM physical IPV
as less acceptable compared to male participants’ ratings of FTM physical IPV. In other words,
in addition to finding differences in acceptance ratings for MTF versus FTM IPV, Dennison
and Thompson (2011) also found that the sex of the participant influenced acceptability ratings.
Participant sex was also influential in Feather’s (1996) study, discussed above. Although both
male and female participants reported that MTF IPV was more serious than FTM IPV, female
participants endorsed a higher level of seriousness for MTF IPV than male participants. These
findings by Dennison and Thompson (2011) and Feather (1996) based on the sex of the
participant are consistent with many of the previous studies, discussed above, that also found
differences in this domain (Cook & Harris, 1995; Feld & Felson, 2008; Felson & Feld, 2009; R.
J. Harris & Cook, 1994; Simon et al., 2001).
A study conducted by Hilton and colleagues (2003) also found that participant sex
influenced ratings of IPV acceptability. The authors asked high school students to rate the
seriousness of IPV vignettes that were modified for: 1) perpetrator sex and 2) type of violence
(sexual assault or non-sexual physical assault). Rather than having participants read written
descriptions of the scenarios, the authors presented the vignettes to participants via audiotape.
Participants listened to nine vignettes and indicated how serious the perpetrator’s behavior was
on a 5-point scale (“not at all serious” to “very serious”). Overall, female participants reported
higher seriousness ratings than male participants. Further, female participants rated sexual IPV
as more serious than non-sexual physical IPV, whereas male participants rated both acts as
equally serious. Finally, and consistent with the research reviewed above, MTF IPV was seen
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as the most serious form of aggression by both male and female participants (compared to FTM
IPV and same sex IPV).
Hilton and colleagues’ (2003) research demonstrates an improvement on the basic
vignette study methodology. That is, instead of using written scenarios in their study,
participants were presented with audiotaped recordings of the scenarios acted out by teen boys
and girls. Since each participant reading a vignette creates their own representation of the
scenario, the use of these recordings arguably reduced possible between-subject differences in
the interpretation of the IPV scenarios. Additionally, this study supports findings that
participant sex may impact IPV acceptability perceptions, meriting its inclusion in future
research studies examining these constructs.

Sex Differences in IPV Consequences and Blame Ratings

In addition to evaluating the acceptability of FTM versus MTF IPV perpetration, many
of the above studies also included questions regarding what consequences participants believed
were appropriate for male versus female perpetrators of IPV (Bethke & DeJoy, 1993; Dennison
& Thompson, 2011; Feather, 1996; Felson & Feld, 2009; R. J. Harris & Cook, 1994). In every
study that examined this question, both male and female participants indicated that MTF IPV
should have more serious consequences (including legal action) than FTM IPV. For example,
Dennison and Thompson (2011) found that both male and female participants were
significantly more likely to report that depictions of MTF physical IPV should be considered
illegal (79%) in contrast to depictions of FTM physical IPV (54%). Furthermore, male and
female participants were more likely to indicate that female perpetrators should not be
convicted of a crime compared to male perpetrators (30% versus 10%, respectively).
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In Feather’s (1996) study, male and female participants reported that the penalty of 2
years in jail was more “harsh” and less deserved for female perpetrators than for male
perpetrators. Further, both male and female participants indicated feeling less positive about the
punishment when FTM IPV was depicted. Feather (1996) also found that, for the FTM IPV
vignettes only, female participants reported that the perpetrator was less deserving of the
penalty than male participants. Female participants also reported feeling less positive and more
sympathetic toward the female perpetrator than did male participants. Lehmann and Santilli
(1996) also examined the influence that sex had on the degree of blame participants assigned to
IPV victims. They found that both male and female undergraduate participants were more
likely to indicate that the male victim of FTM physical IPV was to blame for the incident as
compared to the female victim of MTF physical IPV.
Sorenson and Taylor (2005) also examined IPV acceptability perceptions by asking
participants what consequences should be imposed on perpetrators in various scenarios. In this
study, community-based adult participants were presented with seven different vignettes in
which 12 variables related to the perpetrator, victim, and scenario were randomly distributed:
1) sex of the perpetrator and victim, 2) age of the couple, 3) ethnicity of the perpetrator and
victim, 4) U.S. citizenship status of the perpetrator and victim, 5) job status of the perpetrator
and victim, 6) relationship status of the couple, 7) reason for perpetrating aggression (e.g.,
jealousy), 8) whether weapons were involved, 9) form of aggression (e.g., sexual assault versus
verbal aggression), 10) whether children were present, 11) whether alcohol was involved, and
12) how often the aggression occurred. Participants’ answers to the following five questions of
interest were then presented in the study: 1) “Do you think [the perpetrator’s] behavior should
be illegal?” 2) “Should the police be called?” 3) “Should [the perpetrator] be arrested?” 4)
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“Should a restraining order be issued – in other words, should a judge say that [the perpetrator]
can’t come near [the victim]?” and 5) “Should all guns be removed from [the perpetrator’s]
possession?” (Sorenson & Taylor, 2005, p. 82). Participants responses to five of the seven
vignettes, four of which depicted MTF IPV and one of which depicted FTM IPV, were
examined (the remaining two IPV vignettes depicted violence between same sex couples). The
authors used a fractional factorial design in the study, which allowed them to examine the main
effects and interactions of most interest while not having to present every possible combination
of the vignettes to participants.
Overall, Sorenson and Taylor (2005) found that male and female participants rated
MTF IPV as deserving of more consequences (including legal action and intervention) than
FTM IPV. More specifically, participants were more likely to indicate that a perpetrators’
behavior should be considered illegal (question 1) and a perpetrator should be arrested
(question 3) when the vignettes depicted a man slapping or forcing sex on a woman. Both male
and female participants also indicated that the police should be called (question 2) when the
vignettes depicted a man slapping, punching, or forcing sex on a woman. Additionally,
participants reported that a man punching a woman and a man who has aggressed against a
woman several times (specifically, scenes describing the event as the fifth time or one of
several times) was more deserving of a restraining order (question 4). Finally, participants were
more likely to indicate that guns should be removed (question 5) if the perpetrator was a man
who forced sex on or punched a female victim. However, overall, participants were more likely
to report that the guns should be removed when the vignette described a female perpetrator as
opposed to a male perpetrator. Further, participants who indicated they were retired were more
likely to report that a female perpetrator should have guns removed from her possession than
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participants who were not retired. Last, male participants were less likely than female
participants to want guns taken away from the perpetrator, regardless of the sex of the
perpetrator. In general, the findings from these studies provide further support that FTM IPV is
considered more acceptable than MTF IPV (Bethke & DeJoy, 1993; Dennison & Thompson,
2011; Feather, 1996; Felson & Feld, 2009; R. J. Harris & Cook, 1994; Lehmann & Santilli,
1996; Sorenson & Taylor, 2005).

Sex Differences in Violence Endorsement

Studies by Cross and colleagues (2011), Fehr and colleagues (1999), and M. B. Harris
(1994) asked participants to imagine themselves in conflict scenarios and report on how they
would react to a partner in hypothetical incidents. Specifically, the studies examined whether
there were differences in the degree to which men versus women reported that they would use
aggression. Although not directly synonymous with ratings of IPV acceptability reviewed
above, the ratings in these studies are arguably related to this construct. That is, if female
participants report higher violence ratings than male participants, this would reflect some
consistency with the finding that FTM IPV is perceived as more acceptable than MTF IPV.
M. B Harris’s (1994) study presented participants with four violent scenarios designed
to incite anger but only one of these scenarios depicted violence between intimate partners. The
other three scenarios described various conflicts between two individuals who were not
romantically involved. In the IPV scenario, participants were asked to imagine going to a party
with their partner and having drank too much. The participant’s partner is then described as
accusing the participant of flirting at the party and the partner subsequently slapping the
participant. After reading this vignette, participants responded to 18 questions about how they
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would react to the situation and how they believed their friends would judge their reactions.
Female participants reported higher aggression scores compared to male participants.
Specifically, female participants indicated that they would be more likely to insult, punch, kick,
beat up, or slap their partner than male participants. Additionally, women reported that their
friends would approve of them insulting or slapping their partner in this scenario. Further,
female participants stated they would be more likely than male participants to break up with
their partner.
In Fehr and colleagues’ (1999) study, male and female undergraduate students were
asked to indicate how they would hypothetically respond to five situations shown to commonly
induce anger within romantic relationships. These situations depicted the following: 1) betrayal
of trust, 2) rebuff, 3) criticism, 4) negligence/lack of consideration, and 5) cumulative
annoyance. The authors found that female participants were more likely than male participants
to respond with higher levels of anger in all five scenarios. Fehr and colleagues (1999) also
asked participants to indicate how they would react to each of the five scenarios by ranking the
likelihood of engaging in the following behaviors: 1) direct aggression, 2) indirect aggression,
3) avoidance, 3) expressing hurt feelings, 4) talking through the situation, and 5) giving
in/conciliating. Overall, the authors found that women were significantly more likely than men
to endorse using direct aggression (Fehr et al., 1999). Further, when examining the five
scenarios separately, women were significantly more likely than men to endorse using direct
aggression in the betrayal of trust, negligence, and criticism scenarios. Although women also
had higher mean endorsement of using direct aggression in the other two scenarios (i.e., rebuff
and cumulative annoyance) than men, neither of these reached significance. These results are
consistent with the findings from M. B. Harris’s (1994) study.
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Cross and colleagues’ (2011) study also asked undergraduate participants to imagine
themselves in two constructed scenarios and report how they would react to the character
described in the vignette (referred to as the target). Both the sex of the target and the
relationship between the target and the participant were manipulated [i.e., opposite sex (maleto-female and female-to-male) partner violence, opposite sex (male-to-female and female-tomale) violence between friends, and same sex (male-male and female-female) violence
between friends conditions]. The first scenario consisted of the target not turning in a
homework assignment for the participant and the second scenario consisted of the target
sharing a secret with other people that the participant had told the target. Participants read both
scenarios in each of the three conditions, for a total of six trials. After reading each trial,
participants were asked to rate how angry they would be at the target on a nine point scale.
They also completed a 16 item questionnaire indicating how likely they would be to engage in
various angry behaviors in four categories: 1) physical aggression, 2) verbal aggression, 3)
explosive angry behavior (e.g., breaking an object), and 4) defusing angry behavior (e.g.,
walking away from the situation).
Female participants reported they would physically aggress against a romantic partner
at a rate significantly higher than male participants, which is consistent with Fehr and
colleagues (1999) and M. B. Harris (1994). Men reported that they would be equally unlikely to
aggress against an opposite-sex friend as they would against a romantic partner, but would be
more likely to physically aggress against a same sex friend. Women reported an equally low
likelihood of physically aggressing against a friend, regardless of the person’s sex. Cross and
colleagues (2011) proposed that it may be the nature of the relationship that primarily
influences the likelihood of women using physical aggression, whereas it may be the sex of the
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other person that primarily influences the likelihood of men using physical aggression. Taken
together, these studies provide evidence that women are more likely than men to endorse using
direct aggression in constructed conflict scenarios, which is consistent with findings of
increased acceptance for FTM compared to MTF IPV.

CHAPTER 4

SEX DIFFERENCES IN PERCEIVED AGGRESSIVENESS LEVEL IN IPV VIGNETTES
The research discussed thus far has provided important information regarding people’s
perceptions of IPV acceptability based on the sex of the perpetrator and victim and sex
differences in terms of whether individuals would resort to aggression against either men or
women. However, few of these studies have directly examined perceptions of aggressiveness
level in MTF versus FTM IPV vignettes. Bethke and DeJoy’s (1993) study did find that both
male and female participants rated MTF IPV as more physically and emotionally damaging
compared to FTM IPV using a 9 item, Likert-type response format (ranging from “injured very
badly” to “not injured at all”). Additionally, Felson and Feld (2009) found that male and female
participants reported that a woman is likely to be hurt when retaliating against a male IPV
perpetrator, whereas a man is unlikely to be hurt when retaliating against a female IPV
perpetrator. However, while these findings may suggest that MTF IPV is viewed as more
aggressive than FTM IPV, it is, at best, indirectly supportive of this possible relationship. More
direct assessment of perceived level of aggressiveness in FTM IPV perpetration compared to
MTF IPV perpetration is needed.
M. B. Harris and Knight-Bohnhoff (1996) conducted two studies examining both
acceptability and perception of aggressiveness level using aggression vignettes, but did not
specifically depict aggression between intimate partners. Rather, participants were presented
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with four scenarios depicting the following forms of aggression: 1) hitting a car while driving,
2) pushing a neighbor into a bush, 3) holding a person’s head underwater while swimming, and
4) punching someone in the face while playing softball. In each scenario only the sex of the
perpetrator and victim were manipulated. Thus, each vignette had four versions: 1) MTF
aggression, 2) FTM aggression, 3) MTM aggression, and 4) FTF aggression. After reading
each vignette, participants reported how acceptable, aggressive, harmful, and typical the
perpetrator’s behavior was. The authors conducted this study with a sample of college students
and with a sample of people living on a military base. Regarding acceptability, male and female
college students indicated a woman hitting a car while driving was more acceptable than a man
hitting a car while driving. They also reported it was less acceptable for a woman to be pushed
into a bush by a neighbor. However, the authors did not report whether these findings were
consistent for both same sex and opposite sex versions of these vignettes (e.g., would male and
female participants rate a woman pushed by a man into a bush as equally unacceptable as a
woman pushing a woman into a bush?).
The authors also found differences in acceptability ratings based on the sex of the
participant in both the college and military sample. Male undergraduate participants had higher
acceptability ratings of the softball scenario compared to female undergraduate participants,
regardless of the vignette version. Further, female participants in the military sample reported
scenarios of aggression toward women as more typical than male participants in the military
sample. No other significant findings regarding acceptability perceptions were found for the
military base sample.
Regarding perceptions of aggressiveness level, male and female college participants
reported it was more harmful for a man (compared to a woman) to push a neighbor into a bush
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and to punch someone while playing softball. They also indicated it was more aggressive for a
man than a woman to hold someone’s head underwater while swimming. Interestingly, both
men and women in the military sample viewed a woman holding someone’s head underwater
as more aggressive than a man engaging in this behavior. However, again, it is unknown
whether these results hold true for both opposite sex and same sex depictions of aggression.
Further, it is not known whether these findings would replicate with vignettes depicting
aggression between intimate partners.
Basow, Cahill, Longshore, and McGillicuddy-DeLisi (2007) also examined ratings of
both the acceptability and aggressiveness level of violent scenarios, but only with vignettes
portraying aggression between friends (rather than intimate partners). The authors asked the
following question in order to assess for aggression acceptability, using a five-point Likert-type
scale (0 = not at all; 4 = extremely): “How acceptable do you consider X’s behavior toward
Y?” (Basow et al., 2007, p. 87). As their measurement of aggressiveness level, the authors used
a composite score of participants’ responses to four items developed specifically for the study:
1) “How aggressive do you consider X’s behavior toward Y?” 2) “How harmful do you
consider X’s behavior toward Y?” 3) How much do you think X wants to hurt Y?” and 5)
“How distressed do you think Y is by X’s behavior?” (Basow et al., 2007, p. 87). Overall,
female participants reported the aggression scenarios were less acceptable than male
participants. However, both male and female participants rated MTF physical violence as more
aggressive and less acceptable than FTM physical violence. Although this study provides some
support for sex differences in aggressiveness level and acceptability perceptions, it is unknown
whether these findings can be extended to IPV scenarios. Further, it can be argued that the
authors may have been better served to use their one direct question of aggressiveness level
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(i.e., “How aggressive do you consider X’s behavior toward Y?”) rather than the composite
score. Examining whether this relationship is maintained when only using participants’
responses to this one question would provide a more direct analysis of possible sex differences
in aggressiveness level ratings.
Stewart-Williams (2002) also examined perceived acceptability and aggressiveness
level using a vignette design, but did not specify the relationship between the perpetrator and
the victim in the scenes (i.e., it was not stated whether the characters were friends, romantic
partners, married, siblings, etc.). Participants read one of eight possible vignettes which only
differed in the following domains: 1) sex of the perpetrator, 2) sex of the victim, and 3) type of
aggression (verbal aggression only or verbal and physical aggression). After reading the
vignettes, participants then answered questions rating 1) how aggressive the perpetrator’s
behavior was, 2) whether the perpetrator’s behavior was due to internal or external causal
attribution factors, and 3) how acceptable the perpetrator’s behavior was.
The results indicated that FTM aggression was perceived as equally aggressive as MTF
aggression by both male and female participants. Furthermore, scenarios in which women were
depicted as the victims of violence were not viewed differently (i.e., were not viewed as
significantly more or less aggressive) from scenarios in which men were depicted as the victims
of violence, regardless of the sex of the perpetrator. Yet, Stewart-Williams (2002) found,
consistent with other research, that both men and women rated descriptions of MTF aggression
as less acceptable than descriptions of FTM aggression (including both verbal and physical
IPV).
Results of this study demonstrated that the perceived aggressiveness level of physical
aggression did not vary based on the sex of the perpetrator or victim, while perceived
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acceptability of physical aggression did. However, these findings were contrary to StewartWilliams’ (2002) hypothesis that men and women would perceive FTM physical aggression as
both more acceptable and less aggressive than MTF aggression. Stewart-Williams (2002)
acknowledged several factors in his study that could have influenced these results. First, the
concept of sex as an important focus of the study was emphasized in the participant
instructions, which may have increased the likelihood of demand characteristics influencing
participants’ responses. Additionally, age and sex were confounded in this study in that the men
were significantly younger than the women in the sample, allowing that any results obtained
when examining sex could have been confounded by age. Finally, the lack of specification
regarding the type of relationship between the characters in the vignette should be considered
when interpreting these results.
Stewart-Williams (2002) also examined whether the sex of the participant influenced
ratings of perceived acceptance and aggressiveness level of the vignettes. In general, female
participants rated the vignettes as more aggressive than male participants and male participants
rated the vignettes as more acceptable than female participants. However, when StewartWilliams (2002) controlled for aggressiveness level, he found that male and female participants
did not differ on acceptability ratings. Although his design would have allowed him to do so,
Stewart-Williams (2002) focused on the sex of the participant and did not examine whether
differing perceptions of acceptability based on the sex of the perpetrator were influenced by
aggressiveness level. Therefore, it is still unknown whether higher ratings of acceptability for
FTM aggression than MTF aggression are because FTM aggression is seen as less aggressive
or because FTM aggression is perpetrated by a woman. Additional studies examining the
possible relationship between sex and perceived aggression acceptability (and, specifically, IPV
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acceptability), while controlling for the level of aggressiveness perceived in MTF and FTM
IPV scenarios, are needed.
A study conducted by Beyers, Leonard, Mays, and Rosen (2000) did specifically use
IPV vignettes to examine whether male and female undergraduates perceived MTF IPV and
FTM IPV differently with regard to aggressiveness level. Beyers and colleagues (2000) created
written vignettes that differed in the following domains: 1) sex of the perpetrator, 2) type of
violence (emotional, sexual, or physical abuse), and 3) level of violence (high or low).
Participants read one vignette and answered several questions regarding their perceptions of the
scenario, including aggressiveness level, using a 5-point rating scale (0 = “not at all” and 4 =
“extremely”). Contrary to what the researchers hypothesized, male and female participants did
not differ on how aggressive they rated the MTF IPV vignettes, regardless of the type and level
of abuse. Additionally, male and female participants did not differ on how aggressive they rated
the FTM IPV vignettes, save for the sexual abuse condition. Women reported FTM sexual
abuse as more aggressive than did men. However, Beyers and colleagues (2000) did not
examine whether there were any overall differences in aggressiveness ratings of the MTF IPV
vignettes compared to the FTM IPV vignettes, irrespective of the sex of the participant. Thus,
the authors did not directly address the question of whether MTF IPV is viewed as more
aggressive than FTM IPV.
Only two studies have directly examined differences in perceptions of level of
aggressiveness for MTF compared to FTM IPV scenarios (Cook & Harris, 1995; R. J. Harris &
Cook, 1994). The first study, conducted by R. J. Harris and Cook (1994) and discussed above,
asked undergraduate participants to report how violent (i.e., aggressive) they perceived MTF,
FTM, and MTM IPV scenarios to be. Participants rated their perceptions of violence using a 7-
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point scale, ranging from “not violent” (1) to “very violent” (7). Overall, female participants
rated the scenarios as more violent than male participants. However, both male and female
participants reported that the MTF IPV scenarios were significantly more violent than the FTM
or MTM IPV scenarios.
The authors conducted a second study (Cook & Harris, 1995), also discussed above,
using a similar methodology to their 2004 study. Using the same scale as their 2004 study,
Cook and Harris (1995) asked participants to rate how violent (i.e., aggressive) they viewed
four different fictional newspaper depictions of IPV: 1) male-initiated symmetric IPV, 2)
female-initiated symmetric IPV, 3) male-initiated asymmetric IPV, and 4) female-initiated
asymmetric IPV. Consistent with the results from their previous study, the authors found that
both male and female participants rated male-initiated IPV (both symmetric and asymmetric) as
more violent than female-initiated IPV (Cook & Harris, 1995). These results provide
foundation for the hypothesis that MTF IPV is viewed as less acceptable and more aggressive
than FTM IPV.

CHAPTER 5

METHODOLOGICAL ISSUES OF PREVIOUS VIGNETTE STUDIES

Although the existing research has contributed useful information regarding the
perceived acceptability of, and to a lesser extent, perceived aggressiveness level of FTM
compared to MTF IPV via vignette study designs, several aspects of these studies merit
consideration. First, all of the studies save for Hilton and colleagues’ (2003) use of audiorecorded vignettes employed written scenarios depicting IPV incidents that participants read to
themselves. Reading, and even listening to, written descriptions of behaviors allows
participants to create different cognitive representations of the scenarios, even during studies
that aim to only manipulate the sex of the perpetrator and victim. That is, not only is it unlikely
that participants will create the same mental images of the scenarios as other participants, it is
also unlikely that a participant will create identical mental constructions of two vignettes in
which only the sex of the perpetrator and victim have been altered. The current study addressed
this methodological limitation by examining perceptions of IPV acceptability and
aggressiveness level using audio-visual (video) depictions of IPV scenarios. These videos were
carefully constructed such that the only difference between the MTF and FTM scenarios was
the sex of the perpetrator and victim.
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Another methodological limitation of the studies discussed above is the way in which
participants provided their acceptance or aggressiveness level ratings. In these studies,
participants provided their perceptions of the scenarios after reading or listening to them via a
self-report survey. Because participants provided their perceptions of the vignettes
retrospectively, the possibility exists that social desirability may have influenced responding
(Vandello & Cohen, 2003). For instance, the fact that MTF aggression is generally disapproved
of by society (e.g., Carlson & Worden, 2005) could have influenced participants’ responses, as
they potentially had time to consider what the socially desirable response may be to these
questions. Conversely, if participants were tasked with responding to vignettes in the moment,
the possibility of social desirability influencing their ratings would arguably be decreased.
The current study improved on this limitation by presenting the audio-visual IPV
vignettes to participants and allowing them to record their perceptions of acceptability and
aggressiveness level as they were viewing the scenarios unfold, using focus group
methodology. Participants responded using a rotary device they turned to reflect their
evaluation of the constructs of interest in a moment-to-moment fashion (e.g., turning the dial to
reflect their perception of the level of aggressiveness being displayed by the IPV perpetrator in
the vignette). This not only increased the amount of data obtained from each participant
compared to past vignette study designs using self-report surveys, but also arguably reduced the
likelihood that social desirability influenced participants’ responses. Participants had less time
to provide their ratings with the rotary device compared to a self-report survey and, therefore,
likely spent less time considering what the most socially desirable response was to each
scenario. By spending less time thinking about what one should report, the probability is
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increased that participants provided ratings that are not as influenced by societal norms and
expectations.
In addition to decreasing the influence of social desirability, using the rotary device in
the current study provided a richer, continuous data set compared to data obtain in previous
studies. That is, instead of obtaining only an overall rating of IPV acceptability and
aggressiveness level, the current study’s methodology produced ratings of acceptability and
level of aggressiveness throughout the entire course of the vignette presentation. This provided
more specific and detailed information regarding participants’ evaluations of the acceptability
and aggressiveness level perceived throughout the IPV scenarios while accounting for the sex
of the perpetrator and victim.

CHAPTER 6

SUMMARY AND INTRODUCTION TO THE CURRENT STUDY

The extant literature has established that FTM IPV is viewed by both men and women
as more acceptable than MTF IPV. Less research has been done to investigate whether IPV
perpetrated by a woman against a man is seen as equally aggressive as that same behavior
perpetrated by a man against a woman. Further, the few studies that have examined this
relationship have not produced consistent results regarding whether FTM IPV is viewed as less
aggressive than MTF IPV. Additionally, no known study has examined whether differing
perceptions of IPV acceptability are influenced by the perceived severity of the aggression.
That is, would FTM IPV be seen as equally unacceptable as MTF IPV if it were also seen as
equally aggressive; or is it only more acceptable because it is perceived as less aggressive?
Finally, research has suggested that there may be a main effect for participant sex regarding
ratings of IPV acceptability and aggressiveness level (irrespective of whether the aggressor is
male or female), with men reflecting a tendency to rate IPV as less aggressive (R. J. Harris &
Cook, 1994; Stewart-Williams, 2002) and more acceptable than women (Arias & Johnson,
1989; Basow et al., 2007; Cook & Harris, 1995; Dennison & Thompson, 2011; Feather, 1996;
Feld & Felson, 2008; Felson & Feld, 2009; M. B. Harris & Knight-Bohnhoff, 1996; R. J. Harris
& Cook, 1994; Hilton et al., 2003; Simon et al., 2001; Sorenson & Taylor, 2005; StewartWilliams, 2002). Although previous research has not found support for an interaction between
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participant sex and perpetrator sex in studies using IPV vignettes regarding acceptability and
aggressiveness ratings, it is possible that methodological limitations of this research impacted
the findings. Therefore, further examination of this possible interaction with improved
methodological techniques is needed.
An improved methodological design was utilized in the current study, which presented
audio-visual vignette depictions of FTM IPV and MTF IPV to participants, who then provided
ratings regarding the perceived acceptability or aggressiveness of the vignettes using a rotary
device. Participants were able to provide moment-to-moment feedback regarding their
perceptions of acceptability and aggressiveness with the rotary device. Using this novel
methodological approach, the current study examined whether FTM IPV was viewed as more
acceptable and less aggressive than MTF IPV. Further, this study examined whether higher
levels of IPV acceptability for FTM, compared to MTF, IPV were driven by the perception that
it is less aggressive. Finally, the study examined whether there was a main effect for participant
sex in acceptability and aggressiveness ratings of the IPV vignettes, as well as whether there
was an interaction between participant sex and perpetrator sex on ratings of acceptability and
aggressiveness of IPV.

Hypothesis 1

Based on previous research findings (e.g., Dennison & Thompson, 2011, Sorenson &
Taylor, 2005; Stewart-Williams, 2002), it was hypothesized that male participants would view
IPV vignette depictions as more acceptable than female participants, regardless of the sex of
the perpetrator.
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Hypothesis 2

Based on previous research findings (R. J. Harris & Cook, 1994; Stewart-Williams,
2002), it was hypothesized that male participants would view IPV vignette depictions as less
aggressive than female participants, regardless of the sex of the perpetrator.

Hypothesis 3

When presented with written depictions of IPV scenarios, the extant literature has found
that FTM IPV is self-reported as more acceptable than MTF IPV by both male and female
participants (e.g., Cross et al., 2011; Dennison & Thompson, 2011; Felson & Feld, 2009). This
finding was expected to replicate in the current study. Therefore, it was hypothesized that both
male and female participants’ ratings of IPV acceptability would be significantly higher when
viewing depictions of FTM IPV when compared to comparable depictions of MTF IPV.

Hypothesis 4

In addition to FTM IPV being viewed as more acceptable than MTF IPV, research
utilizing written vignette designs has suggested that FTM IPV may be perceived as less
aggressive than MTF IPV by both male and female participants (e.g., Cook & Harris, 1995; R.
J. Harris & Cook, 1994). Although this relationship has received considerably less attention
than sex differences in IPV acceptability ratings, it was hypothesized that male and female
participants’ ratings of IPV aggressiveness would be significantly lower when viewing
depictions of FTM IPV when compared to comparable depictions of MTF IPV.
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Research Question 1

Although previous research utilizing vignette designs has not found support for an
interaction between participant sex and perpetrator sex for acceptability or aggressiveness
ratings of IPV, it is possible that the methodological limitations of these studies account for
these non-significant findings. Therefore, the current study examined whether participant sex
and perpetrator sex interacted to influence acceptability and aggressiveness ratings of IPV.

Research Question 2

Although the extant literature has found that FTM IPV is perceived as more acceptable
than MTF IPV, no known research has investigated whether these findings are driven by FTM
IPV being viewed as less aggressive than MTF IPV, or by the fact that the violence is
perpetrated by women. Therefore, the current study expanded upon previous research by
examining these two possible mechanisms: 1) FTM IPV is more acceptable because it is
viewed as less aggressive or 2) FTM IPV is viewed as more acceptable because it is perpetrated
by women. Specifically, the following research question was proposed: Do both male and
female participants rate FTM IPV as more acceptable than comparable depictions of MTF IPV,
when controlling for the level of aggressiveness perceived in each vignette? That is, when
aggressiveness level is perceived as equal in the FTM and MTF IPV depictions, do participants
still rate the FTM perpetration as more acceptable, suggesting that it is sex and not level of
aggressiveness that is accounting for this phenomenon?

CHAPTER 7

METHOD
Participants
Participants were recruited from the Psychology 102 subject pool (n = 193) and from an
upper level undergraduate psychology course (n = 60) at Northern Illinois University (NIU).
Both men and women who were at least 18 years of age were eligible to participate in the
study. Because of the possibility that significant differences would emerge between
heterosexual and non-heterosexual participants on the constructs of interest in the current study,
only heterosexual individuals were included in the analyses. Based on the formula provided by
Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, and Buchner (2007) and the statistical analyses that were proposed, a
total sample size of 90 (45 men and 45 women) was necessary in order to obtain a power of
.80, assuming a medium effect size (.30; Cohen, 1988), and setting a significance level of p <
.05.
The current study substantially exceeded the required sample size with 253 participants.
Three participants were deleted from the data set due to coding errors. Four participants were
removed from the data set due to indicating a sexual orientation other than heterosexual. Six
cases were deleted from the data set due to malfunctions that occurred with the rotary device
during data collection. Therefore, the final sample size utilized for all primary analyses was 240
(117 men and 123 women). Participants ranged in age from 18 to 33 years old, with a mean age

39
of 19.93 (SD = 2.00). The race/ethnic composition of the sample was 54.6% Caucasian, 22.1%
African American, 8.3% Multiracial, 2.5% Asian, 2.2% Asian American, 1.3% Indian, 0.4%
Pacific Islander, 0.4% Native American Indian, and 8.3% Other. Among participants, 50.8%
were in a dating relationship, 39.6% had previously been in a dating relationship, 5.8% had
never been in a dating relationship, 2.9% were married, and 0.8% were engaged.

Self-Report Measures

Demographics Form

All participants completed a demographics form and reported on the following items:
age, race/ethnicity, sex, sexual orientation, and relationship status. These items were used to
determine which participants meet the inclusion criteria for the study (see Appendix A for the
demographics measure).

Experimental Task

Audio-Visual Vignette Task

Audio-visual vignette scenes were presented to participants on a laboratory computer
monitor while participants provided acceptability and aggressiveness ratings for each vignette
using a rotary device. The vignette scenes were developed by the investigator and adapted from
scripts used in previous research and advocacy presentations (see Appendices B and C for
transcripts of the FTM and MTF IPV vignettes, respectively). The vignette scenes were acted
out by two members of “Pause Off,” an NIU peer education theatre troop for IPV prevention,
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and were filmed and edited with the technical assistance of an Assistant Professor of Media
Studies and several of his students.
Two video versions of a single vignette were created for the current study. The first
version depicted a female perpetrator and male victim (FTM IPV) and the second version
depicted a male perpetrator and female victim (MTF IPV). All other aspects of the two
vignettes were kept as similar as possible across versions. The age and race/ethnicity of the
male and female actors in the vignettes were similar to each other to control for any influence
on acceptability and aggressiveness perceptions that these variables might have had. The actors
were college-aged and both were Caucasian. Further, actors of similar height and weight were
chosen in order to minimize the possible influence that physical size may have had on
perceptions of aggressiveness and acceptability. An Assistant Professor of Media Studies and
his students utilized lavalier microphones to ensure as much consistency as possible in sound
quality and level between the two vignettes. Further, consideration was paid to the pacing of
the events depicted in the vignettes in order to keep the timing of the events unfolding in the
scenarios as equal as possible. Additionally, both vignettes were carefully edited to be
equivalent in the angles, close-ups, and transitions used during the course of each depicted
scenario.
The vignettes depict a heterosexual couple sitting on a couch at their home eating dinner
after both have returned home from work. During the course of the vignettes, participants
observe the couple engage in seven discrete critical incidents (CIs) of increasingly severe
relationship conflict. The following seven critical incidents are depicted chronologically during
both vignettes: 1) the perpetrator angrily grabbing the victim’s phone out of his or her hand, 2)
the perpetrator throwing the phone next to the victim’s lap, 3) the perpetrator hitting a fast food
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bag that is sitting on the coffee table toward the victim while proceeding to stand up from the
couch, 4) the perpetrator grabbing the victim by the shoulders and then shaking the victim in
frustration, 5) the perpetrator grabbing the victim more forcefully than in CI 4 and the victim
beginning to struggle in order to escape from the perpetrator’s grip, 6) the perpetrator pushing
the victim, who then stumbles on a chair 7) the perpetrator slapping the victim with an open
hand across the face.
The vignettes were uploaded to laboratory computers and presented to participants
using MediaLab Research Software, developed by Empirisoft. Participants were able to provide
moment-to-moment feedback regarding the perceived acceptability and aggressiveness of the
IPV vignettes via a rotary device interfaced with the software. The rotary device was calibrated
on a 0 to 100 scale, with a detent in the middle. Prior to watching the vignettes, the rotary
device was positioned at the midpoint (i.e., 50), which represented the neutral point in the 0 to
100 scale. Participants were then instructed to indicate an increase in perceived acceptability or
aggressiveness by rotating the knob clockwise and a decrease in these constructs by rotating the
knob counter-clockwise (see Appendix D for the vignette task directions presented to
participants at the beginning of the experimental portion of the study and prior to each
aggressiveness and acceptability trial). A data point was recorded once per second and
participants rated each vignette (MTF IPV and FTM IPV) twice (once rating acceptability and
once rating aggressiveness), resulting in four sets of 129 data points, as both the vignettes were
129 seconds long.
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Procedure

Participants from the Psychology 102 subject pool signed up for the study via their NIU
Department of Psychology SONA account. The study was titled "Relationship Perceptions,"
and described as follows (see Appendix E for the SONA study description):
In this study you will be asked to view several audio-visual clips depicting a couple in a
romantic relationship and provide ratings regarding your perceptions of the clips. The
clips may involve depictions of relationship conflict and aggression. You will also be
asked to complete surveys. Some, but not all, of the questions on the surveys will be
personal questions of a sensitive nature. Participation in the study is open to both male
and female students in psychology 102 who are at least 18 years old and identify as
heterosexual. You may participate in this study only once. Study participation will take
approximately 60 minutes to complete.

Participants who signed up for the study selected a date and time to come in to the
laboratory to complete the study from a list of available appointment times on the SONA
system. Participants from the Psychology 305 course were provided with information about the
study from their instructor and told to contact the primary investigator to set up a time to
complete the study if interested. Individuals who indicated they were 18 years or older and
identified as heterosexual were eligible to participate in the study. Participation took
approximately 30 minutes. Psychology 102 participants earned two credits (out of the required
16 total credits) toward their Psychology 102 experimental course requirement (which could be
fulfilled via other means, such as writing summaries of scientific research articles) and
Psychology 305 participants earned 20 points of extra credit from their instructor toward their
grade in the class for their participation in the study.
When participants arrived for the study, they were seated at a computer monitor and
taught by the primary investigator how to use the rotary device for the experimental task.
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Participants were instructed to reposition the rotary device at the neutral midpoint (i.e., 50)
following the presentation of each vignette. They then were asked to read an electronic version
of the informed consent document (see Appendix F for the informed consent form). After
participants read and electronically indicated their consent to participate in the study, the
computer program prompted them to provide their age and sexual orientation to confirm they
met inclusionary criteria for the study. The remainder of the demographic questions (e.g., race,
relationship status) were asked at the end of the study.
Participants viewed the MTF IPV vignette and FTM IPV vignette two times each (once
rating acceptability and once rating aggressiveness level), for a total of 4 trials. The order in
which the vignettes (and instructions to rate acceptability or aggressiveness level) were
presented was counterbalanced and the order in which participants viewed the vignettes was
randomly determined via the randomization function in the MediaLab software. Once
participants finished the vignette portion of the study, they completed the demographic
questionnaire administered via the MediaLab software system. Upon completion of the
questionnaire, participants were directed via the MediaLab system to a printable, electronic
debriefing form. This form briefly explained the purpose of the study, contained the primary
investigator’s contact information, and invited participants to contact her with any questions or
concerns. Participants were also provided the option of taking a list of university, community,
and national resources they could contact should they feel any distress as a result of
participating in the study (see Appendix G for the debriefing and counseling resources form).
Finally, participants were given a copy of a learning point that explained the process and
rationale for psychological research and contained additional resources regarding the research
process (see Appendix H for the learning point form). All data were collected, analyzed, and
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stored on a secure, password-protected computer and any documents containing identifying
information were password protected to protect participants’ confidentiality.

CHAPTER 8

RESULTS
Preliminary Analyses
As mentioned above, both vignettes included seven distinct incidents of partner
violence, increasing in severity over the course of the vignettes. In order to conduct the study’s
primary analyses, seven “critical incident” (CI) aggressiveness scores and seven “critical
incident” (CI) acceptability scores were calculated from participants’ aggressiveness and
acceptability ratings. A numerical score for each CI was calculated by averaging participants’
rotary device ratings over a four second time period beginning when the perpetrator initiated
each CI. For instance, in calculating CI 1 (grab phone), the four seconds that were averaged
began when the perpetrator started throwing the phone, ensuring that scores would accurately
reflect participants’ reactions to each event as they occurred. Further, the four second time
period from which each CI was calculated was not chosen arbitrarily. Rather, four seconds was
the longest amount of time that could be used for calculating each CI without resulting in any
individual rating contributing to more than 1 CI. For example, the amount of time between CI 6
(push victim) and CI 7 (slap victim) is only 4 seconds, meaning that averaging more than four
seconds for CI 6 would result in some of the same ratings contributing to both CI 6 and CI 7.
Prior to conducting the analyses related to the study’s hypotheses and research
questions, data were inspected and examined for missing data, outliers, and any analysis of
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variance (ANOVA) assumption violations using the methods outlined by Tabachnick and
Fidell (2007). Twenty-four of the 56 variables (i.e., each participant had 7 MTF acceptability, 7
MTF aggressiveness, 7 FTM acceptability, 7 FTM aggressiveness, 7 mean acceptability, 7
mean aggressiveness, 7 unstandardized residual MTF acceptability, and 7 unstandardized
residual FTM acceptability CI scores, for a total of 56 variables) computed for the study’s
primary analyses were outside the acceptable range of skewness and kurtosis to be considered
normally distributed (see Table 1 for skew and kurtosis values). However, after consulting with
NIU’s Statistical Consulting Services (SCS) department, it was decided that all primary
analyses should be conducted with untransformed and unstandardized variables. According to
SCS, because all the analyses in the study utilize a repeated measures design, transformations
cannot be applied to only some of the outcome variables while others are left untransformed, as
the results would reflect variables with different scale distributions. Further, converting the
outcome variables to standard scores to correct for these changes would change the mean of
each variable to zero, which would affect any analysis dependent on means (such as ANOVA).
Therefore, all primary analyses were conducted with non-transformed and non-standardized
variables.

Primary Analyses

Hypothesis 1

In order to test Hypothesis 1, that male participants would view the IPV vignette
depictions as more acceptable than female participants, regardless of the sex of the perpetrator,
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Table 1
Skew and Kurtosis Values for Dependent Variables Used in Primary Analyses
CI 1

CI 2

CI 3

CI 4

CI 5

CI 6

CI 7

S

K

S

K

S

K

S

K

S

K

S

K

S

K

1.

-1.21

1.31

-0.30

-0.85

0.04

-0.80

0.77

0.55

1.66

3.47

2.67

8.29

3.58

13.95

2.

-0.62

1.89

-0.10

0.14

0.11

0.11

0.64

0.93

1.01

1.76

1.57

3.66

1.98

4.96

3.

-0.16

4.35

0.71

0.31

0.43

-0.26

-0.19

-0.46

-0.93

1.30

-1.65

3.92

-3.08

14.70

4.

-0.63

3.22

0.00

1.43

-0.05

1.18

-0.38

1.23

-1.32

3.96

-1.78

5.22

-2.35

7.94

5.

-0.64

1.80

-0.39

-0.42

-0.12

-0.61

0.31

-0.12

0.87

1.15

1.72

4.73

2.39

8.49

6.

-0.70

2.54

0.23

1.04

0.19

0.24

-0.16

-0.14

-0.67

0.23

-0.98

0.63

-1.58

2.44

7.

-1.04

1.16

-0.30

0.32

-0.03

-0.23

0.61

1.64

1.45

4.36

2.36

9.17

3.16

14.57

8.

-0.54

3.23

-0.04

0.43

0.14

0.71

0.85

2.60

0.99

3.62

1.44

5.07

1.82

6.70

Note. S = Skew, K = Kurtosis, CI = Critical Incident, 1 = MTF Acceptability, 2 = FTM
Acceptability, 3 = MTF Aggressiveness, 4 = FTM Aggressiveness, 5 = Mean Acceptability, 6 =
Mean Aggressiveness, 7 = Unstandardized Residual MTF Acceptability, 8 = Unstandardized
Residual FTM Acceptability.

a 2 x 7 (participant sex by acceptability CIs), mixed design analysis of variance (ANOVA),
with repeated measures on the second factor was conducted. For this analysis, MTF and FTM
acceptability ratings were combined across the seven CIs, resulting in seven total acceptability
CI ratings for each participant (one for each CI). The main effect for participant sex was
significant, F(1, 238) = 6.76, p < .05, ηp2 = . 028, with female participants rating the CIs as
more acceptable than male participants, regardless of the sex of the perpetrator in the vignettes.
The main effect for acceptability CIs was also significant, F(6, 1428) = 543.38, p < .001, ηp2 =
.695, in that participants’ acceptability ratings significantly decreased over the course of the
CIs. The interaction between participant sex and acceptability CIs was not significant, F(6,
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1428) = 1.51, p = . 172, ηp2 = .006. The means and standard errors for these analyses are
reported in Table 2.

Table 2
Acceptability Critical Incident Ratings, Regardless of Sex of Perpetrator for Male Participants,
Female Participants, and Total Participant Sample
CI 1

CI 2

CI 3

CI 4

CI 5

CI 6

CI 7

Avg.

Male

.39(.01)

.27(.01)

.24(.01)

.19(.01)

.14(.01)

.12(.01)

.09(.01)

.21(.01)

Female

.43(.01)

.31(.01)

.29(.01)

.24(.01)

.18(.01)

.14(.01)

.12(.01)

.25(.01)

Total

.41(.01)

.29(.01)

.26(.01)

.22(.01)

.16(.01)

.13(.01)

.11(.01)

Note. Means (M) and standard errors (SE) are presented (SEs are in parentheses). CI = Critical
Incident, Male = Male participants, Female = Female participants, Total = Total participant
sample, Avg. = Average acceptability rating across all CIs. CI Rating Range = 0.00 – 1.00.

The MTF and FTM acceptability CI ratings were also analyzed separately to examine
whether this effect remained regardless of whether the acceptability ratings were collapsed or
analyzed separately based on sex of the perpetrator. For this analysis, two, 2 x 7 (participant
sex by MTF acceptability CIs; participant sex by FTM acceptability CIs), mixed design
ANOVAs, with repeated measures on the second factor were conducted. The main effect for
participant sex was significant for the FTM acceptability CIs, F(1, 238) = 6.41, p < .05, ηp2 =
.026, but not for the MTF acceptability CIs, F(1, 238) = 2.63, p =.106, ηp2 = .011. That is, while
female participants rated the FTM CIs as more acceptable than did male participants, male and
female participants did not significantly differ from each other with regard to their MTF
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acceptability CI ratings. The main effect for acceptability CIs was significant in both cases
[MTF: F(6, 1428) = 428.57, p < .001, ηp2 = .643; FTM: F(6, 1428) = 256.56, p < .001, ηp2 =
.519], in that participants’ acceptability ratings significantly decreased over the course of the
CIs. The interaction between participant sex and acceptability CIs was not significant in both
cases [MTF: F(6, 1428) = 0.93, p = . 473, ηp2 = .004; FTM: F(6, 1428) = 1.09, p = .368, ηp2 =
.005]. The means and standard errors for these analyses are reported in Tables 3 and 4. Based
on the results from these analyses, Hypothesis 1 was not supported.

Table 3
MTF Acceptability Critical Incident Ratings for Male Participants, Female Participants, and
Total Participant Sample
CI 1

CI 2

CI 3

CI 4

CI 5

CI 6

CI 7

Avg.

Male

.39(.01)

.26(.02)

.22(.02)

.16(.02)

.11(.01)

.08(.01)

.06(.01)

.18(.01)

Female

.42(.01)

.30(.02)

.26(.02)

.20(.01)

.14(.01)

.10(.01)

.07(.01)

.21(.01)

Total

.40(.01)

.28(.01)

.24(.01)

.18(.01)

.13(.01)

.09(.01)

.07(.01)

Note. Means (M) and standard errors (SE) are presented (SEs are in parentheses). CI = Critical
Incident, Male = Male participants, Female = Female participants, Total = Total participant
sample, Avg. = Average acceptability rating across all CIs. CI Rating Range = 0.00 – 1.00.

Hypothesis 2

In order to test Hypothesis 2, that male participants would view IPV vignette depictions
as less aggressive than female participants, regardless of the sex of the perpetrator, a 2 x 7
(participant sex by aggressiveness CIs), mixed design ANOVA, with repeated measures on the
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Table 4
FTM Acceptability Critical Incident Ratings for Male Participants, Female Participants, and
Total Participant Sample
CI 1

CI 2

CI 3

CI 4

CI 5

CI 6

CI 7

Avg.

Male

.40(.01)

.27(.02)

.25(.02)

.22(.02)

.17(.02)

.16(.02)

.12(.02)

.23(.01)

Female

.44(.01)

.32(.02)

.31(.02)

.29(.02)

.22(.02)

.19(.02)

.17(.02)

.28(.01)

Total

.42(.01)

.29(.01)

.28(.01)

.26(.01)

.20(.01)

.17(.01)

.14(.01)

Note. Means (M) and standard errors (SE) are presented (SEs are in parentheses). CI = Critical
Incident, Male = Male participants, Female = Female participants, Total = Total participant
sample, Avg. = Average acceptability rating across all CIs. CI Rating Range = 0.00 – 1.00.

second factor was conducted. For this analysis, MTF and FTM aggressiveness ratings were
combined across the seven CIs, resulting in seven total aggressiveness CI ratings for each
participant (one for each CI). The main effect for participant sex was not significant, F(1, 238)
= 2.31, p = .130, ηp2 = .010. However, the main effect for aggressiveness CIs was significant,
F(6, 1428) = 866.86, p < .001, ηp2 = .785, in that participants’ aggressiveness ratings
significantly increased over the course of the CIs. The interaction between participant sex and
aggressiveness CIs was not significant, F(6, 1428) = 1.08, p = .372, ηp2 = .005. The means and
standard errors for these analyses are reported in Table 5.
The MTF and FTM aggressiveness CI ratings were also analyzed separately to examine
whether this effect remained regardless of whether the aggressiveness ratings were collapsed or
analyzed separately based on sex of the perpetrator. For this analysis, two, 2 x 7 (participant
sex by MTF aggressiveness CIs; participant sex by FTM aggressiveness CIs), mixed design
ANOVAs, with repeated measures on the second factor were conducted. In both cases, the
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Table 5
Aggressiveness Critical Incident Ratings, Regardless of Sex of Perpetrator for Male
Participants, Female Participants, and Total Participant Sample
CI 1

CI 2

CI 3

CI 4

CI 5

CI 6

CI 7

Avg.

Male

.54(.01)

.67(.01)

.71(.01)

.77(.01)

.83(.01)

.87(.01)

.91(.01)

.76(.01)

Female

.54(.01)

.65(.01)

.69(.01)

.75(.01)

.81(.01)

.85(.01)

.89(.01)

.74(.01)

Total

.54(.01)

.66(.01)

.70(.01)

.76(.01)

.82(.01)

.86(.01)

.90(.01)

Note. Means (M) and standard errors (SE) are presented (SEs are in parentheses). CI = Critical
Incident, Male = Male participants, Female = Female participants, Total = Total participant
sample, Avg. = Average aggressiveness rating across all CIs. CI Rating Range = 0.00 – 1.00.

main effect for participant sex was not significant [MTF: F(1, 238) = 2.23, p = .137, ηp2 = .009;
FTM: F(1, 238) = 1.20, p = .275, ηp2 = .005]. However, the main effect for aggressiveness CIs
was significant in both cases [MTF: F(6, 1428) = 660.01, p < .001, ηp2 = .735; FTM: F(6, 1428)
= 443.47, p < .001, ηp2 = .651], in that participants’ aggressiveness ratings significantly
increased over the course of the CIs. The interaction between participant sex and
aggressiveness CIs was not significant in both cases [MTF: F(6, 1428) = 1.54, p = .161, ηp2 =
.006; FTM: F(6, 1428) = 0.56, p = .763, ηp2 = .002]. The means and standard errors for these
analyses are reported in Tables 6 and 7. Based on the results of these analyses, Hypothesis 2
was not supported.
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Table 6
MTF Aggressiveness Critical Incident Ratings for Male Participants, Female Participants, and
Total Participant Sample
CI 1

CI 2

CI 3

CI 4

CI 5

CI 6

CI 7

Avg.

Male

.54(.01)

.67(.01)

.72(.01)

.80(.01)

.86(.01)

.91(.01)

.94(.01)

.78(.01)

Female

.54(.01)

.66(.01)

.71(.01)

.77(.01)

.83(.01)

.87(.01)

.91(.01)

.76(.01)

Total

.54(.01)

.67(.01)

.72(.01)

.79(.01)

.85(.01)

.89(.01)

.93(.01)

Note. Means (M) and standard errors (SE) are presented (SEs are in parentheses). CI = Critical
Incident, Male = Male participants, Female = Female participants, Total = Total participant
sample, Avg. = Average aggressiveness rating across all CIs. CI Rating Range = 0.00 – 1.00.

Table 7
FTM Aggressiveness Critical Incident Ratings for Male Participants, Female Participants, and
Total Participant Sample
CI 1

CI 2

CI 3

CI 4

CI 5

CI 6

CI 7

Avg.

Male

.54(.01)

.67(.01)

.70(.02)

.75(.01)

.81(.02)

.84(.02)

.87(.02)

.74(.01)

Female

.53(.01)

.65(.01)

.67(.01)

.72(.01)

.78(.02)

.82(.02)

.86(.02)

.72(.01)

Total

.54(.01)

.66(.01)

.68(.01)

.74(.01)

.79(.01)

.83(.01)

.87(.01)

Note. Means (M) and standard errors (SE) are presented (SEs are in parentheses). CI = Critical
Incident, Male = Male participants, Female = Female participants, Total = Total participant
sample, Avg. = Average aggressiveness rating across all CIs. CI Rating Range = 0.00 – 1.00.
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Hypothesis 3

In order to test Hypothesis 3, that participants would rate depictions of FTM IPV as
more acceptable than depictions of MTF IPV, a 2 x 7 (perpetrator sex by acceptability CIs),
within subjects ANOVA, with repeated measures on both factors was conducted. The main
effect of perpetrator sex was significant, F(1, 239) = 25.03, p < .001, ηp2 = .095, in that
participants rated the FTM CIs as significantly more acceptable than the MTF CIs. Further, the
main effect of acceptability CIs was significant, F(6, 1434) = 546.85, p < .001, ηp2 = .696, in
that participants’ acceptability ratings significantly decreased over the course of the FTM and
MTF CIs. Additionally, the results revealed a significant perpetrator sex by acceptability CIs
interaction, F(6, 1434) = 18.44, p < .001, ηp2 = .072 (see Figure 1). Simple main effects were
run to further examine this interaction effect and the results of these analyses indicated that
participants’ acceptability CI ratings began significantly differing from each other at CI 3 and
continued to significantly differ through CI 7, with the FTM CIs rated as significantly more
acceptable than the MTF CIs. The means and standard errors for this analysis are reported in
Table 8 and the results of the simple main effect analyses are reported in Table 9. Based on the
results of this analysis, Hypothesis 3 was supported.

Hypothesis 4

In order to test Hypothesis 4, that participants would rate depictions of MTF IPV as
more aggressive than depictions of FTM IPV, a 2 x 7 (perpetrator sex by aggressiveness CIs),
within subjects ANOVA, with repeated measures on both factors was conducted. The main
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Figure 1. Hypothesis 3 perpetrator sex X CI interaction for MTF and FTM IPV acceptability CI
ratings across participants. CI Rating Range = 0.00 – 1.00.

Table 8
MTF and FTM Acceptability Critical Incident Ratings Across Participants
CI 1

CI 2

CI 3

CI 4

CI 5

CI 6

CI 7

Avg.

MTF

.40(.01)

.28(.01)

.24(.01)

.18(.01)

.13(.01)

.09(.01)

.07(.01)

.20(.01)

FTM

.42(.01)

.29(.01)

.28(.01)

.26(.01)

.20(.01)

.17(.01)

.15(.01)

.25(.01)

Total

.41(.01)

.29(.01)

.26(.01)

.22(.01)

.16(.01)

.13(.01)

.11(.01)

Note. Means (M) and standard errors (SE) are presented (SEs are in parentheses). CI = Critical
Incident; MTF = MTF IPV vignette; FTM = FTM IPV vignette; Total = Acceptability CI
ratings, regardless of sex of perpetrator; Avg. = Average MTF and FTM acceptability ratings
across all CIs. CI Rating Range = 0.00 – 1.00.
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Table 9
Simple Main Effects for Perpetrator Sex X Acceptability CI Interaction
95% confidence
interval
Comparisons
F
Mean
Lower
Upper
(1, 239) difference bound
bound
FTM CI 1 vs. MTF CI 1
1.97
.016
-.006
.038
FTM CI 2 vs. MTF CI 2
0.93
.013
-.013
.039
FTM CI 3 vs. MTF CI 3
9.00*
.039
.013
.065
FTM CI 4 vs. MTF CI 4
36.35**
.080
.054
.106
FTM CI 5 vs. MTF CI 5
31.15**
.070
.045
.095
FTM CI 6 vs. MTF CI 6
43.08**
.081
.057
.105
FTM CI 7 vs. MTF CI 7
39.30**
.079
.054
.103
Note. CI = Critical Incident, FTM = FTM IPV, MTF = MTF IPV.
* p < .005. ** p < .001.

effect for perpetrator sex was significant, F(1, 239) = 18.57, p < .001, ηp2 = .072, in that
participants rated the MTF CIs as significantly more aggressive than the FTM CIs. Further, the
main effect of aggressiveness CIs was significant, F(6, 1434) = 870.80, p < .001, ηp2 = .785 in
that participants’ aggressiveness ratings significantly increased over the course of the FTM and
MTF CIs. Additionally, the results revealed a significant perpetrator sex by aggressiveness CIs
interaction, F(6, 1434) = 12.57, p < .001, ηp2 = .050 (see Figure 2). Simple main effects were
run to further examine this interaction effect and the results of these analyses indicated that
participants’ aggressiveness CI ratings began significantly differing from each other at CI 3 and
continued to significantly differ through CI 7, with the MTF CIs rated as significantly more
aggressive than the FTM CIs. The means and standard errors for this analysis are reported in
Table 10 and the results of the simple main effect analyses are reported in Table 11. Based on
the results of this analysis, Hypothesis 4 was supported.
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Figure 2. Hypothesis 4 perpetrator sex X CI interaction for MTF and FTM IPV aggressiveness
CI ratings across participants. CI Rating Range = 0.00 – 1.00.

Table 10
MTF and FTM Aggressiveness Critical Incident Ratings Across Participants
CI 1

CI 2

CI 3

CI 4

CI 5

CI 6

CI 7

Avg.

MTF

.54(.01)

.67(.01)

.72(.01)

.79(.01)

.85(.01)

.89(.01)

.93(.01)

.77(.01)

FTM

.54(.01)

.66(.01)

.68(.01)

.74(.01)

.79(.01)

.83(.01)

.87(.01)

.73(.01)

Total

.54(.01)

.66(.01)

.70(.01)

.76(.01)

.82(.01)

.86(.01)

.90(.01)

Note. Means (M) and standard errors (SE) are presented (SEs are in parentheses). CI = Critical
Incident; MTF = MTF IPV vignette; FTM = FTM IPV vignette; Total = Aggressiveness CI
ratings, regardless of sex of perpetrator; Avg. = Average MTF and FTM aggressiveness ratings
across all CIs. CI Rating Range = 0.00 – 1.00.
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Table 11
Simple Main Effects for Perpetrator Sex X Aggressiveness CI Interaction
95% confidence
interval
Comparisons
F
Mean
Lower
Upper
(1, 239) difference bound
bound
FTM CI 1 vs. MTF CI 1
0.25
.005
-.014
.024
FTM CI 2 vs. MTF CI 2
0.89
.010
-.011
.032
FTM CI 3 vs. MTF CI 3
9.50*
.035
.012
.057
FTM CI 4 vs. MTF CI 4 21.33**
.050
.029
.072
FTM CI 5 vs. MTF CI 5 22.39**
.052
.031
.074
FTM CI 6 vs. MTF CI 6 29.77**
.062
.039
.084
FTM CI 7 vs. MTF CI 7 27.63**
.059
.037
.081
Note. CI = Critical Incident, FTM = FTM IPV, MTF = MTF IPV.
* p < .005. ** p < .001.

Research Question 1

To investigate Research Question 1, whether participant sex and perpetrator sex
interacted to predict acceptability CI and aggressiveness CI ratings of the IPV vignettes, two, 2
x 2 x 7 (participant sex by perpetrator sex by acceptability CIs; participant sex by perpetrator
sex by aggressiveness CIs), mixed design ANOVAs, with repeated measures on the second and
third factors were conducted. While the main effect for participant sex was significant for the
acceptability CIs, F(1, 238) = 6.70, p < .05, ηp2 = .027, it was not significant for the
aggressiveness CIs, F(1, 238) = 2.33, p = .128, ηp2 = .010. However, in both cases, the main
effects for perpetrator sex, [Acceptability: F(1, 238) = 24.77, p < .001, ηp2 = .094;
Aggressiveness: F(1, 238) = 18.50, p < .001, ηp2 = .072] and CIs [Acceptability: F(6, 1428) =
547.13, p < .001, ηp2 = .697; Aggressiveness: F(6, 1428) = 871.78, p < .001, ηp2 = .786] were
significant. Further, in both cases, the interactions between participant sex and CIs were not
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significant [Acceptability: F(6, 1428) = 1.51, p = .173, ηp2 = .006; Aggressiveness: F(6, 1428)
= 1.10, p = .360, ηp2 = .005], whereas the interactions between perpetrator sex and CIs were
significant [Acceptability: F(6, 1428) = 18.30, p < .001, ηp2 = .071; Aggressiveness: F(6, 1428)
= 12.70, p < .001, ηp2 = .051]. All of the above-listed main effects and two-way interactions
were consonant with the previous analyses described for hypotheses one through four.
In both cases, the results also indicated that participant sex and perpetrator sex did not
significantly interact for the acceptability CIs, F(1, 238) = 1.00, p = .318, ηp2 = .004, or
aggressiveness CIs, F(1, 238) = 0.01, p = .908, ηp2 = .000. Additionally, the results indicated
that neither of the three-way interactions between participant sex, perpetrator sex, and CIs were
significant [Acceptability: F(6, 1428) = 0.22, p = 0.97, ηp2 = .001; Aggressiveness: F(6, 1428)
= 0.94, p = .467, ηp2 = .004]. The means and standard errors from these analyses are reported in
Tables 12 and 13. In sum, the results from these analyses indicate that participant sex and
perpetrator sex did not interact to predict acceptability CI or aggressiveness CI ratings.

Research Question 2

To investigate Research Question 2, whether participants rated depictions of FTM IPV
as more acceptable than depictions of MTF IPV, even when controlling for the level of
aggressiveness perceived in each vignette, a linear regression analysis was conducted with each
participant’s MTF and FTM CI acceptability ratings regressed on their corresponding MTF and
FTM aggressiveness ratings. The unstandardized residuals from this analysis were then saved,
as they represent participants’ acceptability ratings for each of the seven CIs of the MTF and
FTM IPV vignettes while holding aggressiveness ratings constant. Then, a 2 x 7 (perpetrator
sex x unstandardized residual CIs), within subjects ANOVA, with repeated measures on both
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Table 12
MTF and FTM Acceptability Critical Incident Ratings for Male Participants, Female
Participants, and Across Participants
CI 1

CI 2

CI 3

CI 4

CI 5

CI 6

CI 7

Avg.

M

F

M

F

M

F

M

F

M

F

M

F

M

F

M

F

MP

.39
(.01)

.40
(.01)

.26
(.02)

.27
(.02)

.22
(.02)

.25
(.02)

.16
(.02)

.22
(.02)

.11
(.01)

.17
(.02)

.08
(.01)

.16
(.02)

.06
(.01)

.12
(.02)

.18
(.01)

.23
(.01)

FP

.42
(.01)

.44
(.01)

.30
(.02)

.32
(.02)

.26
(.02)

.31
(.02)

.20
(.01)

.29
(.02)

.14
(.01)

.22
(.02)

.10
(.01)

.19
(.02)

.07
(.01)

.17
(.02)

.21
(.01)

.28
(.01)

T

.40
(.01)

.42
(.01)

.28
(.01)

.29
(.01)

.24
(.01)

.28
(.01)

.18
(.01)

.26
(.01)

.13
(.01)

.20
(.01)

.09
(.01)

.17
(.01)

.07
(.01)

.14
(.01)

.20
(.01)

.25
(.01)

Note. Means (M) and standard errors (SE) are presented (SEs are in parentheses). CI = Critical
Incident, MP = Male participants, FP = Female participants, T = Total participant sample, M =
MTF IPV vignette, F = FTM IPV vignette, Avg. = Average MTF and FTM acceptability ratings
across all CIs. CI Rating Range = 0.00 – 1.00.

Table 13
MTF and FTM Aggressiveness Critical Incident Ratings for Male Participants, Female
Participants, and Across Participants
CI 1

CI 2

CI 3

CI 4

CI 5

CI 6

CI 7

Avg.

M

F

M

F

M

F

M

F

M

F

M

F

M

F

M

F

MP

.54
(.01)

.54
(.01)

.67
(.01)

.67
(.01)

.72
(.01)

.70
(.02)

.80
(.01)

.75
(.01)

.86
(.01)

.81
(.02)

.91
(.01)

.84
(.02)

.94
(.01)

.87
(.02)

.78
(.01)

.74
(.01)

FP

.54
(.01)

.53
(.01)

.66
(.01)

.65
(.01)

.71
(.01)

.67
(.01)

.77
(.01)

.72
(.01)

.83
(.01)

.78
(.02)

.87
(.01)

.82
(.02)

.91
(.01)

.86
(.02)

.76
(.01)

.72
(.01)

T

.54
(.01)

.53
(.01)

.67
(.01)

.66
(.01)

.72
(.01)

.68
(.01)

.79
(.01)

.74
(.01)

.85
(.01)

.79
(.01)

.89
(.01)

.83
(.01)

.93
(.01)

.87
(.01)

.77
(.01)

.73
(.01)

Note. Means (M) and standard errors (SE) are presented (SEs are in parentheses). CI = Critical
Incident, MP = Male participants, FP = Female participants, T = Total participant sample, M =
MTF IPV vignette, F = FTM IPV vignette, Avg. = Average MTF and FTM aggressiveness
ratings across all CIs. CI Rating Range = 0.00 – 1.00.
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factors was conducted with the unstandardized residuals from the linear regression analysis as
the dependent variables.
The main effect for perpetrator sex was significant, F(1, 239) = 9.50, p < .005, ηp2 =
.038, in that participants rated the FTM CIs as significantly more acceptable than the MTF CIs
when controlling for participants’ aggressiveness ratings. Further, the main effect of
unstandardized residual CIs was significant, F(6, 1434) = 90.26, p < .001, ηp2 = .274, in that
participants’ acceptability ratings significantly decreased over the course of the FTM and MTF
CIs when controlling for participants’ aggressiveness ratings. Additionally, the results revealed
a significant perpetrator sex x unstandardized residual CIs interaction, F(6, 1434) = 6.24, p <
.001, ηp2 = .025 (see Figure 3).
Simple main effects were run to further examine this interaction effect and the results of
these analyses indicated that participants’ acceptability CI ratings began significantly differing
from each other at CI 4 and continued to significantly differ through CI 7, with the FTM CIs
rated as significantly more acceptable than the MTF CIs. Of note, when examining
participants’ responses to the FTM IPV vignette in this analysis, there is an increase (rather
than a decrease) in participants’ acceptability ratings from CI 3 to CI 4. However, this increase
of .003, 95% CI [-0.008 – 0.013] was non-significant, F(1, 239) = .235, p = .628, when
examined further. The means and standard errors for this analysis are reported in Table 14 and
the results of the simple main effect analyses are reported in Table 15.
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Figure 3. Research Question 2 perpetrator sex X CI interaction for MTF and FTM IPV
unstandardized residual acceptability CI ratings across participants. Unstandardized residual
values reflect acceptability ratings, holding aggressiveness level constant.
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Table 14
Unstandardized Residual MTF and FTM Acceptability Critical Incident Ratings Across
Participants
CI 1

CI 2

CI 3

CI 4

CI 5

CI 6

CI 7

Avg.

MTF

.07(.01)

.02(.01)

.00(.01)

-.03(.01)

-.05(.01)

-.06(.01)

-.07(.01)

-.02(.01)

FTM

.09(.01)

.02(.01)

.02(.01)

.03(.01)

.00(.01)

-.01(.01)

-.02(.01)

.02(.01)

Total

.08(.01)

.02(.01)

.01(.01)

.00(.01)

-.03(.01)

-.04(.01)

-.05(.01)

Note. Means (M) and standard errors (SE) are presented (SEs are in parentheses). MTF = MTF
IPV vignette; FTM = FTM IPV vignette; Total = Unstandardized residual acceptability CI
ratings, regardless of sex of perpetrator; Avg. = Average MTF and FTM unstandardized residual
acceptability ratings across all CIs. Unstandardized residual values reflect acceptability ratings,
holding aggressiveness level constant. CI Rating Range = 0.00 – 1.00.

Table 15
Simple Main Effects for Perpetrator Sex X Unstandardized Residual Acceptability CI
Interaction
95% confidence
interval
Comparisons
F
Mean
Lower
Upper
(1, 239) difference bound
bound
FTM CI 1 vs. MTF CI 1
1.18
.014
-.011
.038
FTM CI 2 vs. MTF CI 2
0.29
.008
-.020
.036
FTM CI 3 vs. MTF CI 3
2.53
.022
-.005
.049
FTM CI 4 vs. MTF CI 4 16.29**
.055
.028
.082
FTM CI 5 vs. MTF CI 5
11.56*
.044
.018
.069
FTM CI 6 vs. MTF CI 6 14.70**
.050
.024
.076
FTM CI 7 vs. MTF CI 7 14.05**
.049
.023
.075
Note. CI = Critical Incident, FTM = FTM IPV, MTF = MTF IPV.
* p < .005. ** p < .001.

CHAPTER 9

DISCUSSION
This study aimed to examine whether individuals perceived IPV events differently, with
regard to acceptability and aggressiveness, based on the sex of the participant viewing the
vignette, the sex of the perpetrator in the vignette, and the sex of the victim in the vignette.
Contrary to what was hypothesized, the current study found that female participants saw the
IPV depicted across both vignettes as more acceptable than did male participants. This finding
stands in contrast to the majority of previous research examining participant sex differences in
acceptability ratings which found that female participants rated IPV depictions as less
acceptable than did male participants (Cook & Harris, 1995; Dennison & Thompson, 2011;
Feather, 1996; Feld & Felson, 2008; Felson & Feld, 2009; R. J. Harris & Cook, 1994; Hilton et
al., 2003; Simon et al., 2001). It is possible that these differences might be related to
methodological differences between the studies, as several of these studies assessed for
acceptability by asking participants indirect questions about their perceptions of the vignettes
after they had read them.
For instance, studies by R. J. Harris and Cook (1994) and Felson and Feld (2009)
operationalized acceptability by asking whether the police should be called in the depicted IPV
situations and, in both studies, female participants endorsed reporting the perpetrator to the
police more often than did male participants. Although the question of whether the police
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should be called may be related to the concept of acceptability, there are other factors that may
be driving women’s higher likelihood of endorsing contacting the police. One possible
explanation relates to research examining possible sex differences in attitudes toward, and
utilization of, law enforcement in domestic violence situations. Research has found that men
are generally dissatisfied with the treatment they receive from police officers in domestic
violence situations (Douglas & Hines, 2011) and law enforcement officials have reported that
men are less likely than women to report partner violence to the police (Gover, Paul, & Dodge,
2011). However, R. J. Harris and Cook (1994) and Felson and Feld (2009) did not ask their
participants about their perceptions or beliefs related to law enforcement in their studies.
Therefore, it does not necessarily follow that men viewed the violence depicted in these
vignettes as more acceptable than women just because they were less likely than women to
endorse contacting the police. Rather, it is possible that the difference between men and women
in these studies was driven by the fact that men are less trusting of, and satisfied with, law
enforcement in domestic violence situations, as opposed to men finding these incidents to be
more acceptable than do women.
Studies conducted by Cook and Harris (1995), Feather (1996), and Hilton and
colleagues (2003) also did not directly assess for acceptability. Instead, these studies all asked
questions regarding how “serious” participants viewed a perpetrator’s behavior and how
“responsible” they felt the perpetrator was for his or her behavior. Once again, while these
questions may be related to the construct of acceptability, it is also possible that participants
could rate a perpetrator’s behavior as serious and rate him or her as responsible for their
actions, while at the same time believing the perpetrator’s actions were acceptable or justified.
This highlights the importance of directly asking participants to report on how acceptable they
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believe these behaviors to be in order to obtain a clear understanding of possible differences
between men and women in these situations. However, several studies in the extant literature
did use methodology that assessed acceptability directly and still produced results inconsistent
with the current study’s findings (Dennison & Thompson, 2011, Simon et al., 2001).
There is some previous research that is arguably consistent with the current study’s
finding that female participants rated the IPV depicted in the vignettes as more acceptable than
male participants. Rather than asking participants to provide their perceptions of how
acceptable an IPV event between two imaginary characters was, some studies asked
participants to imagine themselves in the scenarios and report on how they would react (Cross
et al., 2011; Fehr et al., 1999; M. B. Harris, 1994). While the study conducted by M. B. Harris
(1994) depicted a scenario in which the partner first physically aggressed against the participant
(i.e., bidirectional IPV), the other two studies (Cross et al., 2011; Fehr et al., 1999) depicted
scenarios in which the partner did not physically aggress against the participant (i.e.,
unidirectional IPV). These studies found that female participants were more likely than male
participants to endorse using direct, physical aggression against their partner in both the
unidirectional (Cross et al., 2011; Fehr et al., 1999) and bidirectional (M. B. Harris, 1994) IPV
scenarios. These results are consistent with the findings from the current study. That is, if
women report they are more likely than men to physically aggress against their male partners, it
follows that women might also be more likely than men to rate IPV as acceptable.
As discussed above, the analysis for Hypothesis 1 was conducted with the MTF and
FTM acceptability ratings collapsed into mean acceptability ratings that did not differentiate by
the sex of the perpetrator. By conducting this analysis with MTF and FTM acceptability ratings
collapsed into one overall acceptability rating, it was unknown whether potential differences
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between MTF and FTM acceptability ratings were present. Consequently, the male-perpetrated
and female-perpetrated acceptability ratings were also analyzed separately to examine whether
the effect of participant sex remained regardless of whether the acceptability ratings were
collapsed or analyzed separately based on sex of the perpetrator. These additional analyses
revealed that female participants rated the FTM IPV vignette as significantly more acceptable
than male participants but men and women did not significantly differ from each other in their
acceptability ratings of the MTF IPV vignette.
This finding from the Hypothesis 1 follow up analyses suggests the presence of an
interaction effect between participant sex and perpetrator sex on acceptability ratings. However,
no significant interaction effect between participant sex and perpetrator sex was found.
Apparently, although there are significant sex differences for participants’ acceptability ratings
of the FTM, but not the MTF, IPV vignettes, these differences are not discrepant enough from
each other to yield a significant interaction effect. Therefore, any interpretation of these main
effects should be undertaken with caution.
Despite this non-significant interaction, the results from the follow up analyses to
Hypothesis 1 reflect a pattern of responding that suggests women may perceive FTM IPV, but
not MTF IPV, as more acceptable than men. This pattern of responding makes sense when
considering the general message western society attempts to instill in men versus women about
violence and aggression. From a young age, men and women are repeatedly told it is
unacceptable and wrong for men to hit women (e.g., Cross et al., 2011; Felson & Feld, 2009;
Sorenson & Taylor, 2005). There are numerous campaigns and social movements dedicated
exclusively to discouraging male-perpetrated violence against women. Additionally, popular
culture has reinforced this sentiment by calling for strict punishments for men convicted of
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aggressing against their intimate partners. Given that both men and women are exposed to
society’s message from a young age regarding the unacceptability of male-perpetrated violence,
it makes sense that the male and female participants in this study did not significantly differ
from each other regarding their acceptability ratings of the MTF IPV vignette in the follow up
analysis to Hypothesis 1.
While social norms against MTF IPV are widespread in popular culture, there is
significantly less normative information regarding whether women’s use of aggression is
considered acceptable in society. However, compared to male aggression, popular culture
appears to be relatively dismissive, or even supportive, of female aggression. As mentioned in
the introduction, women hitting men has traditionally been depicted in media and society as
humorous and/or justifiable (e.g., Clotheslinemedia, 2008). Further, in general, young women
receive considerably less negative feedback regarding their use of aggression in comparison to
the strong messages young men receive regarding the unacceptability of using aggression
against a female partner. In fact, young women tend to be raised with the message that their use
of aggression is inconsequential, and potentially even acceptable or justifiable, when
perpetrated against a male partner. Due to these differences in how women are socialized in
comparison to men with regard to aggression, it makes sense that women would be more
accepting of FTM IPV depictions, as found in the current study. Nevertheless, additional
research will be required to replicate this study’s relatively novel finding of women’s greater
acceptability of IPV acts, with attention paid to possible differences in women’s acceptability
of FTM, compared to MTF, IPV and, if found consistently, to further investigate the possible
mechanism(s) through which women’s greater acceptability of IPV is functioning.
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Hypothesis 2, that male participants would view the IPV vignettes as less aggressive
than female participants, regardless of the sex of the perpetrator in the vignette, was also not
supported. In fact, no significant differences were found between male and female participants
regarding their aggressiveness ratings of the IPV vignettes. Further, when the analyses were
broken down to factor in the sex of the perpetrator in the vignettes, men and women still did
not significantly differ from each other in their aggressiveness ratings. Additionally, no
significant participant sex by perpetrator sex interaction was found, indicating that both male
and female participants consistently found MTF IPV to be more aggressive than FTM IPV.
Although these non-significant findings appear to be in conflict with the results from some of
the previous studies examining this construct (e.g., R. J. Harris & Cook, 1994; StewartWilliams, 2002), methodological differences between the current study and previous research
may at least partially explain this apparent discrepancy.
Studies conducted by Stewart-Williams (2002) and R. J. Harris and Cook (1994) found
that female participants rated vignettes depicting physical aggression between two individuals
as significantly more aggressive than did male participants, regardless of the sex of the
perpetrator and victim in the vignettes. However, Stewart-Williams’ (2002) study did not
specify the nature of the relationship between the individuals in the vignette (e.g., friends
versus intimate partners). A recent study conducted by Cross and colleagues (2011), discussed
above, suggests that some individuals, especially women, may differentially endorse the use of
aggression based on the nature of the relationship between the people depicted in the vignette.
Specifically, women in Cross and colleagues’ (2011) study reported a significantly higher
likelihood of aggressing if the person in the vignette was depicted as a romantic partner (rather
than a friend). Based on this, it is possible that participants’ ratings of aggressiveness in the
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study conducted by Stewart-Williams (2002) may have been different if the relationship
between the individuals in each vignette had been more clearly specified. However, studies
conducted by M. B. Harris and Knight-Bohnhoff (1996) and Basow et al. (2007), both of which
also failed to specify whether the individuals depicted in their vignettes were in a romantic
relationship, did not find significant participant sex differences in aggressiveness ratings.
Therefore, the lack of support for this hypothesis cannot be fully explained by whether the
individuals depicted in previous studies’ vignettes are identified as being in a romantic
relationship or not.
Interestingly, Cross and colleagues’ (2011) study, which asked participants to imagine
themselves in a scenario with another individual (an opposite sex dating partner, opposite sex
friend, or same sex friend), also found that male participants reported a significantly higher
likelihood of using aggression if the person depicted in the vignette was male, indicating a
tendency for men to differentially endorse aggression based on the sex of the victim. This
finding is relevant to the study conducted by R. J. Harris and Cook (1994), as the three
vignettes used in their study depicted more male victims (FTM and MTM) than female victims
(MTF). Therefore, it is possible that the greater proportion of male victims depicted in R. J.
Harris and Cook’s (1994) study accounted for male participants’ tendency to rate the vignettes
as less aggressive than female participants. This is supported by the fact that the authors were
unable to replicate their 1994 finding in a follow-up study that included only one MTF and one
FTM partner violence vignette in the design (Cook & Harris, 1995). That is, once the
proportion of male victims to female victims was equal, there were no longer significant
differences between male and female participants’ aggressiveness ratings across the vignettes.
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Contrary to the studies by R. J. Harris and Cook (1994) and Stewart-Williams (2002),
results from Beyers and colleagues’ (2000) vignette study were consistent with the nonsignificant differences found between male and female participants’ aggressiveness ratings in
the current study. Specifically, men and women did not significantly differ from each other
when rating the aggressiveness of MTF and FTM emotional and physical violence. Although
there were also no differences in participant ratings of MTF sexual abuse, women rated FTM
sexual abuse as more aggressive than men. However, because the current study did not depict
MTF or FTM sexual IPV, no meaningful implications can be drawn between Beyers and
colleagues’ (2000) significant finding with regard to FTM sexual abuse and those of the present
study. As mentioned in the introduction, the extant literature has not produced as much research
on perceptions of aggressiveness compared to those of acceptability. Although the current
study’s results are supportive of research finding no differences in aggressiveness ratings when
comparing male and female participant responses, further research is needed prior to making
any definitive conclusions in this area.
The primary goal of the current study was to investigate whether male and female
participants viewed comparable depictions of MTF and FTM IPV differently with regard to
perceived acceptability and aggressiveness. As hypothesized, both male and female participants
rated MTF IPV as significantly less acceptable (Hypothesis 3) and more aggressive
(Hypothesis 4) than FTM IPV. In both cases, the MTF IPV acceptability and aggressiveness CI
ratings began significantly differing from the FTM IPV ratings at CI 3 (i.e., the perpetrator hits
a fast food bag in the direction of the victim and gets up angrily from the sofa they were both
sitting on) and continued to significantly differ from each other through CI 7. These interaction
effects reveal how both male and female participants viewed increasingly severe acts of
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violence over the course of the vignettes as considerably more aggressive and unacceptable
than the less severe acts when perpetrated by a man as opposed to a woman. That is, the
perceived differences between MTF and FTM IPV acceptability and aggressiveness become
even more pronounced as the severity of these acts increased. Further, the 3-way interactions
(participant sex by perpetrator sex by CI) for both the acceptability and aggressiveness CI
ratings were non-significant, indicating that MTF IPV is viewed by all participants, regardless
of whether they are male or female, as less acceptable and more aggressive than FTM IPV.
The research literature has started to provide empirical support for the assertion that,
“…norms against men hitting women are stronger than those against women hitting men”
(Sorenson & Taylor, 2005, p. 86). This statement is consistent with decades of social media
disparity in depictions of male-perpetrated versus female-perpetrated aggression, as well as in
recent social experiments mentioned above (Clotheslinemedia, 2008; The ManKind Initiative,
2014). However, while several empirical studies have investigated sex differences in
acceptability and aggressiveness ratings for non-specific forms of aggression, the current study
is only one of a known few that directly examined sex differences in both the perceived
acceptability and aggressiveness level of IPV (Bethke & DeJoy, 1993; Cook & Harris, 1995; R.
J. Harris & Cook, 1994; Stewart-Williams, 2002). Of the few studies that have specifically
examined these constructs, two found direct support for the sex differences found in IPV
acceptability and aggressiveness ratings demonstrated by the current study (Cook & Harris,
1995; R. J. Harris & Cook, 1994).
The only other known studies that have compared MTF IPV to FTM IPV with regard to
acceptability and aggressiveness did not produce results consistent with the current study’s
findings (Bethke & DeJoy, 1993; Stewart-Williams, 2002). Interestingly, while participants
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from Bethke and DeJoy’s (1993) study rated MTF IPV as significantly less acceptable than
FTM IPV, they did not rate the MTF IPV as significantly more aggressive than FTM IPV.
However, participants did rate MTF IPV as significantly more physically and emotionally
damaging than FTM IPV, potentially providing at least indirect support for the assertion that
male-perpetrated IPV is viewed as more aggressive than female-perpetrated IPV. StewartWilliams’ (2002) study also found the same pattern of significant differences in acceptability,
but not aggressiveness, ratings when comparing MTF and FTM violence scenarios. However,
of note, Stewart-Williams’ (2002) non-significant finding was contrary to what he originally
hypothesized and several meaningful methodological limitations discussed by the author
(reviewed above) were acknowledged as likely contributors to these results. Further, although
the studies conducted by R. J. Harris and Cook (1994) and Cook and Harris (1995) found the
same results as the current study regarding participants’ higher acceptability ratings and lower
aggressiveness ratings for FTM compared to MTF IPV, significant methodological limitations
in those designs, which impact the validity of their findings, were improved upon by the
methodology of the current study.
One of the most significant differences between the current study and previous research
examining the same constructs is the use of audio-visual vignettes as opposed to written
vignettes. These audio-visual vignettes virtually eliminated the possibility of participants
forming different mental representations of the characters or the scenario, which might have
differentially impacted participants’ ratings of both perceived aggressiveness and acceptability.
Further, the MTF IPV and FTM IPV vignettes were kept as equivalent as possible, with the
only difference being the sex of the perpetrator and victim in each. Additionally, the male and
female actors in the vignettes were kept as similar as possible with regard to demographic
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factors, such as race/ethnicity, physical size, and age. Further, the scenarios were filmed and
edited to be identical to each other. This significantly increases confidence that any differences
in acceptability and/or aggressiveness ratings are a result of the sex of the perpetrator and
victim, rather than due to any contextual factors (e.g., differences in demographic
characteristics, tone, word choice, and/or mannerisms).
Additionally, participants in the current study were able to provide continuous ratings
while watching the vignettes in real time rather than retrospectively providing ratings for
acceptability and aggressiveness level after reading through each vignette, which likely reduced
socially desirable responding among these participants. This is consistent with resource
allocation theory, which proposes that individuals have a finite amount of cognitive resources
to complete tasks (Ackerman, 1986; Kanfer & Ackerman, 1989; Komar, Komar, Robie, &
Taggar, 2010). According to resource allocation theory, engaging in socially desirable
responding requires a significant amount of cognitive effort. When a time limit is imposed on
individuals to respond to tasks, a large proportion of the available cognitive resources are
allocated to managing this time limit requirement, resulting in fewer remaining resources for
individuals to use in other domains. Therefore, imposing a time limit on responses by requiring
continuous ratings of an evolving vignette produces a high cognitive demand that can only be
met by reducing the amount of resources allocated to other domains, such as engaging in
socially desirable responding (Ackerman, 1986; Kanfer & Ackerman, 1989).
Based on the tenets of resource allocation theory, it is argued that participants in the
current study did not have the cognitive resources available to significantly modify or censor
their acceptability and aggressiveness ratings based on what they believed they “should” report.
Thus, this methodology reflects a significant improvement to previous designs’ use of
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retrospective rating scales, which may have a much higher likelihood of socially desirable
responding. That is, the present study’s divergence from using retrospective reporting instills a
higher degree of confidence in the results from participants’ continuous responses using the
rotary device.
Although results from the current study indicate that participants found FTM IPV to be
more acceptable than MTF IPV, it is possible that this finding was driven by participants’
ratings of MTF IPV as significantly more aggressive than FTM IPV. It has been wellestablished in the literature that male perpetrators generally inflict greater physical harm on
their victims than female perpetrators (Archer, 2000; Fincham et al., 2008; National Center for
Injury, 2003; Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000). While not synonymous with aggressiveness, it
follows that an increased likelihood of physical injury in MTF IPV incidents is also associated
with higher levels of aggressiveness. Therefore, it seems logical to assume that popular
culture’s understandable intolerance for MTF IPV is largely due to the higher degree of
violence (i.e., aggressiveness) and risk of physical injury inherent in MTF IPV compared to
FTM IPV incidents. However, without controlling for level of perceived aggressiveness, it was
impossible to know for certain whether participants’ rating of FTM IPV as more acceptable
was driven by the fact that it was also perceived as less aggressive.
The current study is unique in its ability to examine this question of whether
participants’ higher acceptability ratings of FTM IPV compared to MTF IPV remained when
controlling for the perceived aggressiveness level of the behaviors (Research Question 2).
Results from this analysis revealed that, even when controlling for aggressiveness level in the
vignettes, MTF IPV was still rated as less acceptable than FTM IPV. Further, the perpetrator
sex by acceptability CI interaction was significant and the follow up tests of simple main
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effects for this interaction revealed that the MTF and FTM acceptability ratings began
significantly differing from each other at CI 4 (perpetrator grabs and shakes victim) and
continued to significantly differ through CI 7. These results indicate that both male and female
participants viewed the MTF IPV as significantly less acceptable than FTM IPV as the severity
of the acts increased over the course of the vignette.
This finding is meaningful because it supports the argument that MTF IPV is viewed as
less acceptable than FTM IPV because of the sex of the perpetrator rather than because of the
perceived severity of the violence, thus countering the most probable alternative explanation
for these findings. That is, differences regarding the level of violence inflicted in MTF IPV
compared to FTM IPV may not actually be the primary explanation for the differences between
FTM and MTF acceptability and aggressiveness ratings. Rather, results from the current study
suggest it is more likely that cultural and social norms against male-perpetrated IPV are driving
the high aggressiveness and low acceptability ratings of MTF IPV. Given the finding that
perceived aggressiveness is not driving participants’ differential beliefs regarding acceptability
of these events, more focused and concerted efforts can now be made to target and hopefully
influence society’s tendency to minimize, or sometimes even endorse, female-perpetrated
violence. One way in which this can be done is to highlight and provide more education
regarding the numerous costs of partner violence in general, and FTM IPV specifically.
Despite the fact that FTM IPV has been shown to generally result in less serious
physical consequences than MTF IPV (e.g., Archer, 2000), research has found that many male
victims of partner violence require medical attention for physical injuries incurred by their
female partner (M. Carney, Buttell, & Dutton, 2007). In addition to the physical health
consequences of IPV, both male and female perpetrated partner violence has been associated
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with mental health problems among men and women, including depression, substance abuse,
and post-traumatic stress disorder (Coker et al., 2002; Golding, 1999; Sutherland, Sullivan, &
Bybee, 2001). Further, research has demonstrated that women who aggress against a male
intimate partner are also more likely to be victims of IPV (Capaldi & Owen, 2001; Luthra &
Gidycz, 2006). In other words, female perpetration significantly increases the probability of
female victimization, producing a dangerous and seemingly intransigent cycle of violence in
these intimate relationships. Given the damaging consequences of female-perpetrated IPV, it is
unfortunate that the intolerance for MTF IPV did not also generalize to FTM IPV in the current
study, even when the severity of the violence was controlled. Therefore, it appears considerable
work is needed to begin encouraging and developing a culture where partner violence is not
tolerated, regardless of the sex of the perpetrator and victim, if there is to be any meaningful
reduction in the frequency of this pervasive form of interpersonal aggression.

CHAPTER 10

CLINICAL IMPLICATIONS
The results of the current study have important implications for IPV prevention,
intervention, and public health and safety efforts. Traditionally, IPV has been viewed as a male
problem. That is, in the past, both popular culture and leaders in the field of domestic violence
have conceptualized IPV as unidirectional in nature and only perpetrated by men against
women. However, more recent empirical studies have found that women are perpetrators of
both unidirectional and bidirectional IPV at levels that rival and, in some studies, exceed those
of men (Archer, 2000; Lewis & Fremouw, 2001; Sharpe & Taylor, 1999; Shorey et al., 2008;
Thompson, 1991). Therefore, although unidirectional MTF IPV is a significant social problem,
a more nuanced view of IPV that includes women as potential perpetrators is required to fully
understand, intervene, and prevent as many incidents of violence as possible.
Many people’s automatic reaction is to defend themselves when they are hit. Consistent
with this and mentioned above, research is showing that an increasing number of IPV incidents
are bi-directional in nature, meaning both partners in the relationship tend to perpetrate against
the other person during an IPV incident (Archer, 2000; Lewis & Fremouw, 2001; Shorey et al.,
2008; Thompson, 1991; White & Koss, 1991). Additionally, the research showing that female
perpetrators of IPV are also at significantly higher risk of being victims of IPV suggests that
men may be more willing to aggress against partners who are violent toward them (Capaldi &
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Owen, 2001; Luthra & Gidycz, 2006). Therefore, it is important to send a strong message not
only to men, but also women, regarding the unacceptability of violence in relationships. By
focusing the majority of our time and effort on discouraging men from perpetrating against
their intimate partners, we are missing a potentially important part of the dynamics of IPV
incidents.
The current study’s finding that female perpetration is viewed as more acceptable and
less aggressive than male perpetration likely has implications for the relative shortage of IPV
prevention and intervention programs that specifically address female perpetration. While there
are some IPV prevention and intervention programs that account for the reality of female
perpetration (e.g., M. M. Carney & Buttell, 2004; Dowd, 2001; Tutty, Babins-Wagner, &
Rothery, 2006), most programs do not (Babcock, Green, & Robie, 2004; Barner & Carney,
2011; Bohall, Bautista, & Musson, 2016). Further, the majority of programs that do address
female perpetration have been modelled on programs for male perpetrators with, at best, mixed
results regarding effectiveness (e.g., Tutty et al., 2006). Social perception is a powerful force
that can influence and, in some ways, dictate the focus of time, resources, and funding for IPV
awareness efforts and intervention/prevention programming. Although it is important for
society to continue discussing and examining the serious impact of male-perpetrated IPV, this
information should not be disseminated in isolation from female-perpetrated IPV, which also
has significant costs and consequences. In other words, as long as society holds the belief that
FTM IPV is situationally acceptable (e.g., “He must have deserved it.”) and not particularly
problematic, the resources to combat it will likely remain absent. This then brings us to the next
critical question: What needs to be done to convince society and shift cultural perception to
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accept that FTM IPV is a real and serious issue as opposed to a harmless and irrelevant social
phenomenon?
Once again, the results from the current study can be used to help answer this question.
The FTM IPV vignette constructed for this study reflected a significantly different tone than the
typical depictions of FTM IPV in popular culture and film. As mentioned above, the media and
film industry has a history of presenting female-perpetrated partner violence as cute, funny, and
usually deserved on the part of the man (e.g., Clotheslinemedia, 2008; Gee, 2013;
GoonMaroon, 2008; The ManKind Initiative, 2014; Schnapp, 2011). In contrast, the FTM IPV
incident depicted in the current study conveys a sense of pain, distress, and seriousness that is
likely more typical of real-life domestic violence incidents. If even a small fraction of the FTM
IPV depictions in popular culture conveyed the tone presented in this study’s FTM IPV
vignette, it is possible that a discourse could be started regarding the actual impact of femaleperpetrated IPV on relationships. However, despite the seriousness in which FTM IPV was
depicted in the current study, it is important to note that this violence was still viewed as
significantly more acceptable and less aggressive than the commensurate MTF IPV depiction.
This finding not only supports the assertion that FTM IPV is not considered a serious or
important social issue, but also provides a convincing argument for the need to continue
exerting a concerted effort to challenge this problematic and costly belief.

CHAPTER 11

LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH
There are several limitations of the current study. First, the participants in this study
were demographically homogenous. Participants were relatively young, mostly white,
undergraduate students at a medium sized, Midwestern university. Additionally, the majority of
participants were either single or in a dating relationship. Therefore, is unknown whether the
current study’s results will generalize to the overall population, which is more diverse with
regard to age, race/ethnicity, relationship status, education level, and more. Future research
should make a concerted effort to examine the constructs of IPV acceptability and
aggressiveness with more diverse, representative samples to determine whether the current
study’s findings are generalizable across a wide variety of demographic factors.
An additional limitation is that participants had a limited range with which to use the
rotary device to rate their perceptions of acceptability and aggressiveness while viewing the
vignettes in the current study. As the rotary device was calibrated on a 0 to 100 scale,
participants could have maximized (i.e., turning the rotary device to 100) or minimized (i.e.,
turning the rotary device to 0) their ratings of acceptability or aggressiveness prior to the
completion of the vignettes. This would create ceiling and/or floor effects if participants did not
have enough range to reflect increasing or decreasing perceptions of acceptability or
aggressiveness beyond the 0 to 100 scale. Further, participants were instructed to begin each
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viewing of the vignettes with the detent at the midpoint of the scale (i.e., 50), which likely
reduced participants’ range in half since the scenarios were designed to incite increasing
aggressiveness and decreasing acceptability ratings over the course of the vignette. That is, the
vignettes did not depict any moments of de-escalation between the couple, meaning that
participants were unlikely to utilize the lower (i.e., ratings less than 50) and upper (i.e., ratings
greater than 50) range of the rotary device during their ratings of aggressiveness and
acceptability, respectively. Future studies may benefit from depicting a less linear progression
of IPV (e.g., depicting moments of de-escalation between the couple rather than the steadily
increasing intensity of violence depicted in the current study) in order to provide participants
the opportunity to utilize the full range of the rotary device in their ratings of acceptability and
aggressiveness.
Additionally, although the vignettes were counterbalanced and the order in which
participants viewed the vignettes was randomized, there remains a possibility that order effects
could have impacted the results. Specifically, it is possible that participants’ responses to the
first vignette they saw significantly differed from their responses to the subsequent three
vignettes they then viewed. Once participants saw the first vignette, the remaining three
vignettes were no longer novel stimuli for them to rate their perceptions of acceptability or
aggressiveness. Therefore, it is possible that participants rated the first vignette they saw as less
acceptable or more aggressive compared to the last three vignettes because the violence
depicted was no longer as impactful during subsequent viewings. However, the
counterbalanced and randomized order in which the vignettes were presented to participants
effectively minimized the possible impact of order effects in the current study and would not
explain the significant findings.
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Another limitation of the current study was the fact that only unidirectional violence
was depicted in both vignettes. Future research should examine whether the current study’s
findings replicate when vignettes depicting bidirectional violence are employed. This is
particularly important given the fact that, as noted above, studies are finding that bi-directional
IPV occurs in a large proportion of IPV cases (Archer, 2000; Lewis & Fremouw, 2001; Shorey
et al., 2008; Thompson, 1991; White & Koss, 1991). Future studies would also benefit from
examining the many contextual factors, such as beliefs regarding masculinity and femininity,
that likely influence individuals’ perceptions regarding the acceptability and aggressiveness of
IPV acts.
Additionally, although a concerted effort was made to ensure the two vignettes were
identical to each other in all domains, it remains possible that some minor variations between
the two vignettes were present. For instance, it is possible that the male and female actors’
voices differed with regard to volume and tone, which could have potentially impacted
participants’ ratings of acceptability and aggressiveness. Future research utilizing audio-visual
vignette methodology should continue to strive for as much consistency as possible between
the vignettes and provide data supporting any assertions of equivalency whenever possible.
The lack of diversity of the actors in the study’s vignettes could also be posited as a
limitation. Both vignettes depicted the same heterosexual, college-aged, white couple, who
were also similar to each other in weight and height. While constructing the current study’s
vignettes in this fashion arguably provides the “cleanest” results regarding any true differences
in acceptability and aggressiveness ratings, it also precludes generalizability to more
heterogeneous intimate partnerships. Future research would benefit from systemically
modifying specific characteristics of the couple depicted in the vignette to determine whether
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the current study’s results are maintained in spite of these modifications. For instance, future
studies should examine whether the current study’s findings are upheld for vignettes depicting
mixed-race couples or couples with a significant age or physical size difference. This is of
particular importance given the fact that many real-life intimate partners are not as
demographically homogeneous as the couple depicted in the current study.

CHAPTER 12

CONCLUSION
The current study utilized a novel methodological approach to examine whether

participants’ ratings regarding the perceived acceptability and aggressiveness of IPV events
would differ based on the sex of the perpetrator and victim. The results revealed that both male
and female participants viewed MTF IPV as significantly more aggressive and less acceptable
than FTM IPV. Further, participants rated MTF IPV as significantly less acceptable than FTM
IPV when holding aggressiveness ratings constant, suggesting that the differences found in
perceived acceptability are most likely driven by the sex of perpetrator rather than the
perceived severity of the acts. This finding has not been examined before in the extant literature
and provides further support for the assertion that perceptions of acceptability and
aggressiveness are independent constructs that are influenced by the sex of the perpetrator and
victim depicted in the scenarios, and possibly other factors.
Additionally, although not hypothesized, the current study found that female
participants rated the IPV vignettes as more acceptable than male participants when their
acceptability ratings were averaged across the FTM and MTF IPV vignettes. Although the
current study did not find a significant participant sex by perpetrator sex interaction,
participants’ patterns of responding suggested that women may specifically view the FTM IPV,
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but not the MTF IPV, as more acceptable than men. However, future research will be needed in
order to further investigate this possibility.
The results of this study reveal the importance of not only instilling intolerance for
partner violence among young men, but also sending an equally strong message to young
women that violence is an unacceptable and dangerous means to attempt to resolve conflict in
relationships. Further, the implications of this study are important to developing a sound and
compelling argument for the recognition of female-perpetrated IPV in domestic violence
intervention and prevention programs. However, public awareness and acknowledgement of
female perpetration as a serious issue will be the critical first step in developing more inclusive
and comprehensive programming to reduce and eventually prevent IPV.
Because society has traditionally depicted female aggression as humorous and even
cute, its harmful impact has been minimized. With that in mind, it is incumbent upon society as
a whole to begin sending the same message to young girls that it has traditionally reserved for
young boys; that violence in any form is not cute, funny, or deserved by the victim. When
society begins consistently sending and enforcing this message to its young girls and women, it
is likely they will begin to understand and internalize that violence is an unacceptable and
dangerous means to resolve conflict. More than the tertiary deterrence provided by batterer
intervention programs, this may ultimately lead to the reduction, if not the prevention, of
intimate partner violence.
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Eligibility Items (to be administered at the beginning of the study, after the informed consent,
to verify eligibility requirements):
1. What is your age? ___
2. What is your sexual orientation?
___ Heterosexual
___ Homosexual
___ Bisexual
___ Asexual
___ Other Text Box: Describe
Remaining Demographic Items (to be administered at the end of the study):
1. What is your sex?
___ Male
___ Female
___ Transgender
___ Other Text Box: Describe
2. How would you classify yourself (check all that apply)?
___ African American
___ Caucasian
___ Asian
___ Asian American
___ Native American Indian
___ Pacific Islander
___ Indian
___ Multiracial Please specify:
___ Other Text Box: Describe
2b.___ Hispanic/Latino(a) (check if yes)
3. How would you classify your current relationship status?
___Married
___Engaged
___In a *dating relationship
___Not in a *dating relationship (single) but have been in a dating relationship in the past year
___Not in a *dating relationship (single) and have not been in a dating relationship in the past
year
*dating = planned social, intimate, or romantic activity between an unmarried couple

APPENDIX B
AUDIO-VISUAL CLIP SCRIPT: FTM IPV
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Setting:
•

It is evening and a man and woman are sitting at a table eating dinner.

•

Both individuals appear to have recently come home from work (i.e., they are dressed in
business casual clothes).

•

The dinner is clearly from a fast food restaurant (e.g., there are bags and containers
strewn all over the table).

•

The room in which they are eating is quite messy (e.g., there are piles of papers/clothes
on the floor and in the corners of the room, food containers from previous meals are left
out on the counters, etc.).

Dialogue:
•

Man: How was your day today? [Genuinely curious – looking at woman as she is
looking down and taking a bite of her food.]

•

Woman: Terrible. I don’t want to talk about it. [Upset and tired – does not look up
from plate when stating this.]

•

Man: Are you sure? [Concerned and a little unsure/apprehensive – he is still looking at
the woman.]

•

Woman: I just said that I didn’t want to talk about it. Why would I have said that if I
wasn’t sure? [Getting a little irritated – looked up from plate when saying this and
glares at man.]

•

Man: Okay. [Looks away when saying this and then looks down at plate and shifts the
food around for approximately 5 seconds while they both sit in silence. The man’s
phone is sitting on the table next to his food and he notices that his phone lights up and
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vibrates. He picks up the phone and starts pushing buttons, navigating to a text message
he received.]
•

Woman: [Notices the man picking up his phone. She puts down her food and rubs her
face with her hands, looking exasperated and somewhat frustrated. She then looks at the
man and says with some irritation clearly in her tone:] What is it now?

•

Man: [Still typing on his phone when the woman addresses him with "What is it now?"
comment. He continues typing for approximately 5 more seconds and then looks up at
woman and says:] Huh? What did you say?

•

Woman: [Throws her hands up in the air and then sits back in her chair while crossing
her arms, clearly frustrated with the man. Then she says:] Nothing. Don't worry about it.

•

Man: [Continues to look at the woman and furrows his eyebrows at her in a confused
expression. Then says:] "Okay, are you sure, though? It seems like you are a little upset
about something."

•

Woman: [Still sitting back in her chair with her arms crossed, glaring at the man. Then
she says, more loudly than before:] I said it was nothing! Just drop it, damn it! [She
goes back to picking at her food.]

•

Man: [Man shifts uncomfortably in his chair and leans back a bit from the woman as
she exclaims at him. He then looks at her for approximately 5 seconds and then says:]
Okay, well that was the guys. They are at the bar and want me to stop by. I haven't seen
them in a really long time, so I think it would be good of me to go…

•

Woman: [Puts her food down, pushes her chair back from the table, puts her elbows on
the table and then runs her hands over her face and through her hair. She then stands up
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from her chair, leans over the table, and grabs the man’s phone from out of his hands
and then yells:] Are you kidding me!?
•

Man: [Startled by the woman's outburst and looks up at her with a shocked look and
says in a louder voice than he had previously been using:] Hey! What are you
doing!?What’s wrong!?

•

Woman: What’s wrong? Are you serious? Ugh, you are the stupidest man I have ever
met. I mean, honestly, are you trying to piss me off? You are so damn frustrating!
[Raises voice as she is saying this and yells the last sentence while throwing her hands
up in the air.]

•

Man: I…I don’t understand. What did I do? [Starting to appear scared – lays utensils
down on table and leans back in his chair, while also hunching over a bit.]

•

Woman: What did you do? It’s always about you, isn’t it?! [Still yelling and, after
stating this, throws the cell phone down on the table. She then yells:] All I ask for is one
night…one night! But no…it's always about what you want to do. Ugh, I can't believe
how selfish you are! [After she says this, she pushes the table toward the man, causing
some of the items on the table to fall on the man. She then turns away from the man and
takes a few steps, as if she is pacing and trying to collect her thoughts.]

•

Man: [Man quickly scoots his chair back from the table as the food and other items are
being pushed toward him. Food and some of the dinnerware fall onto his lap. He then
looks up at the woman and exclaims in a louder voice than he has been using before:]
What in the world…?! Why did you do that?!

•

Woman: [Woman spins back around, glaring at the man and yells:] You and everyone
else have zero respect or appreciation for all of the things I do! Nobody, not even you,
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understands how hard I work every day! Is it really too much to ask for just a little
gratitude?! [Yelling and glaring at the man. She is standing with her hands on the table,
leaning over the table.]
•

Man: [Seated and looking up at the woman as she is yelling at him regarding his lack of
gratitude, looking wide-eyed and surprised. However, as the woman is saying
“gratitude” the man quickly stands up, walks around the table, takes a few steps toward
the woman and says:] This is ridiculous. I don’t have to put up with this. I work hard,
too! Don’t you think I deserve some respect, as well!?

•

Woman: [Makes several large strides toward the man and grabs his arm, pulling him
close to her. She gets close to the man’s face and yells:] You do not get to talk to me like
that! You are such an idiot – you just don’t get it do you. No, you are too selfish to
understand anything about what I go through for you…

•

Man: [Struggling a bit while the woman is yelling at him but mostly is looking at the
woman with fear and confusion in his eyes. However, after she calls him an idiot, he
starts to struggle against her more and after she finishes her statement in which she calls
him selfish, he starts to try to get out of her grasp by prying at her hand with his free
arm. As he gets free of her grasp he is pleading with her, saying:] Stop it! Let go of
me…that hurts!!! [Once he gets free, he takes a few steps away from the woman and
they stare at each other for a few seconds before he says:] How can you call me
selfish?! All I ever do is what you want to do. I haven't seen my friends for such a long
time because all I do is sit around this place with you! I’m so sick of this. I don’t have to
take this anymore…I'm going out…[Man starts to walk away from the woman.]

•
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Woman: [As the man starts to walk away, the woman pushes her chair to the side and
runs after him. She then quickly catches up to him and grabs him with one hand by the
neck/shirt and spins him around by grabbing his arm with her other hand and yells:] Oh
no, you don’t get to walk away from me! We are not done talking about this yet!

•

Man: [After being turned around and grabbed by the woman, he starts trying to get free
of her grasp by twisting his body and prying at her hands, while yelling back at her:] Let
go of me! You are acting crazy! Stop it!

•

Woman: [Struggling with the man and maintaining her hold on him until he says the
word “crazy.” She then becomes still and the man is able to break free from her grasp
and takes a few steps back from her. She stands in front of him, looking at him with a
stunned and furious expression on her face. Then she starts yelling and walking toward
the man while he continues to walk backward, getting close to a wall.] Crazy?! Did you
just call me crazy?! You disrespectful, ungrateful, ass! I will show you crazy! [Woman
pushes the man into the wall and then slaps him with an open hand across the face.]

•

Man: [After getting slapped, he kneels down against the wall and cradles his face in
both of his hands.]

•

Woman: [The woman looks down at him for a few seconds, then screams:] Look what
you made me do! This is all your fault. You know exactly how to piss me off! [Runs her
hands through her hair, turns around, and walks away.]

APPENDIX C
AUDIO-VISUAL CLIP SCRIPT: MTF IPV
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Setting:
•

It is evening and a man and woman are sitting at a table eating dinner.

•

Both individuals appear to have recently come home from work (i.e., they are dressed in
business casual clothes).

•

The dinner is clearly from a fast food restaurant (e.g., there are bags and containers
strewn all over the table).

•

The room in which they are eating is quite messy (e.g., there are piles of papers/clothes
on the floor and in the corners of the room, food containers from previous meals are left
out on the counters, etc.).

Dialogue:
•

Woman: How was your day today? [Genuinely curious – looking at man as he is
looking down and taking a bite of his food.]

•

Man: Terrible. I don’t want to talk about it. [Upset and tired – does not look up from
plate when stating this.]

•

Woman: Are you sure? [Concerned and a little unsure/apprehensive – she is still
looking at the man.]

•

Man: I just said that I didn’t want to talk about it. Why would I have said that if I
wasn’t sure? [Getting a little irritated – looked up from plate when saying this and
glares at woman.]

•

Woman: Okay. [Looks away when saying this and then looks down at plate and shifts
the food around for approximately 5 seconds while they both sit in silence. The
woman’s phone is sitting on the table next to her food and she notices that her phone
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lights up and vibrates. She picks up the phone and starts pushing buttons, navigating to
a text message she received.]
•

Man: [Notices the woman picking up her phone. He puts down his food and rubs his
face with his hands, looking exasperated and somewhat frustrated. He then looks at the
woman and says with some irritation clearly in his tone:] What is it now?

•

Woman: [Still typing on her phone when the man addresses her with "What is it now?"
comment. She continues typing for approximately 5 more seconds and then looks up at
man and says:] Huh? What did you say?

•

Man: [Throws his hands up in the air and then sits back in his chair while crossing his
arms, clearly frustrated with the woman. Then he says:] Nothing. Don't worry about it.

•

Woman: [Continues to look at the man and furrows her eyebrows at him in a confused
expression. Then says:] "Okay, are you sure, though? It seems like you are a little upset
about something."

•

Man: [Still sitting back in his chair with his arms crossed, glaring at the woman. Then
he says, more loudly than before:] I said it was nothing! Just drop it, damn it! [He goes
back to picking at his food.]

•

Woman: [Woman shifts uncomfortably in her chair and leans back a bit from the man
as he exclaims at her. She then looks at him for approximately 5 seconds and then says:]
Okay, well that was the girls. They are at the bar and want me to stop by. I haven't seen
them in a really long time, so I think it would be good of me to go…

•

Man: [Puts his food down, pushes his chair back from the table, puts his elbows on the
table and then runs his hands over his face and through his hair. He then stands up from
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his chair, leans over the table, and grabs the woman’s phone from out of her hands and
then yells:] Are you kidding me!?
•

Woman: [Startled by the man's outburst and looks up at him with a shocked look and
says in a louder voice than she had previously been using:] Hey! What are you
doing!?What’s wrong!?

•

Man: What’s wrong? Are you serious? Ugh, you are the stupidest woman I have ever
met. I mean, honestly, are you trying to piss me off? You are so damn frustrating!
[Raises voice as he is saying this and yells the last sentence while throwing his hands up
in the air.]

•

Woman: I…I don’t understand. What did I do? [Starting to appear scared – lays
utensils down on table and leans back in her chair, while also hunching over a bit.]

•

Man: What did you do? It’s always about you, isn’t it?! [Still yelling and, after stating
this, throws the cell phone down on the table. He then yells:] All I ask for is one
night…one night! But no…it's always about what you want to do. Ugh, I can't believe
how selfish you are! [After he says this, he pushes the table toward the woman, causing
some of the items on the table to fall on the woman. He then turns away from the
woman and takes a few steps, as if he is pacing and trying to collect his thoughts.]

•

Woman: [woman quickly scoots her chair back from the table as the food and other
items are being pushed toward her. Food and some of the dinnerware fall onto her lap.
She then looks up at the man and exclaims in a louder voice than she has been using
before:] What in the world…?! Why did you do that?!

•

Man: [Man spins back around, glaring at the woman and yells:] You and everyone else
have zero respect or appreciation for all of the things I do! Nobody, not even you,
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understands how hard I work every day! Is it really too much to ask for just a little
gratitude?! [Yelling and glaring at the woman. He is standing with his hands on the
table, leaning over the table.]
•

Woman: [Seated and looking up at the man as he is yelling at her regarding her lack of
gratitude, looking wide-eyed and surprised. However, as the man is saying “gratitude”
the woman quickly stands up, walks around the table, takes a few steps toward the man
and says:] This is ridiculous. I don’t have to put up with this. I work hard, too! Don’t
you think I deserve some respect, as well!?

•

Man: [Makes several large strides toward the woman and grabs her arm, pulling her
close to him. He gets close to the woman’s face and yells:] You do not get to talk to me
like that! You are such an idiot – you just don’t get it do you. No, you are too selfish to
understand anything about what I go through for you…

•

Woman: [Struggling a bit while the man is yelling at her but mostly is looking at the
man with fear and confusion in her eyes. However, after he calls her an idiot, she starts
to struggle against him more and after he finishes his statement in which he calls her
selfish, she starts to try to get out of his grasp by prying at his hand with her free arm.
As she gets free of his grasp she is pleading with him, saying:] Stop it! Let go of
me…that hurts!!! [Once she gets free, she takes a few steps away from the man and they
stare at each other for a few seconds before she says:] How can you call me selfish?! All
I ever do is what you want to do. I haven't seen my friends for such a long time because
all I do is sit around this place with you! I’m so sick of this. I don’t have to take this
anymore…I'm going out…[Woman starts to walk away from the man.]

•
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Man: [As the woman starts to walk away, the man pushes his chair to the side and runs
after her. He then quickly catches up to her and grabs her with one hand by the
neck/shirt and spins her around by grabbing her arm with his other hand and yells:] Oh
no, you don’t get to walk away from me! We are not done talking about this yet!

•

Woman: [After being turned around and grabbed by the man, she starts trying to get
free of his grasp by twisting her body and prying at his hands, while yelling back at
him:] Let go of me! You are acting crazy! Stop it!

•

Man: [Struggling with the woman and maintaining his hold on her until she says the
word “crazy.” He then becomes still and the woman is able to break free from his grasp
and takes a few steps back from him. He stands in front of her, looking at her with a
stunned and furious expression on his face. Then he starts yelling and walking toward
the woman while she continues to walk backward, getting close to a wall.] Crazy?! Did
you just call me crazy?! You disrespectful, ungrateful, ass! I will show you crazy! [Man
pushes the woman into the wall and then slaps her with an open hand across the face.]

•

Woman: [After getting slapped, she kneels down against the wall and cradles her face
in both of her hands.]

•

Man: [The man looks down at her for a few seconds, then screams:] Look what you
made me do! This is all your fault. You know exactly how to piss me off! [Runs his
hands through his hair, turns around, and walks away.]

APPENDIX D
AUDIO-VISUAL CLIP TASK DIRECTIONS
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Directions provided at the beginning of the experimental portion of the study:
For this task, you will use a rotary device to provide ratings while watching several
video clips. The dial on the rotary device is calibrated from 0 to 100. The device can be
continuously adjusted as you are watching the clip. As you turn the rotary device to the
right (clockwise), the rating will increase. Turning the rotary device to the left (counterclockwise) will decrease the rating.
Each video clip will depict an interaction between a man and a woman in a romantic
relationship. As you are watching each clip, you will be asked to turn the rotary device
dial to indicate your perceptions of what is occurring in the clips. The dial can be
adjusted continuously throughout your viewing of each video clip to reflect changes in
your perceptions.
Directions provided before aggressiveness trials:
For the following video clip, please provide ratings of how aggressive you perceive the
woman’s [man’s] behavior to be. The term aggressive refers to how violent you
perceive the woman’s [man’s] behavior to be during the video clip (e.g., mild,
moderate, and severe levels of aggression). Turning the dial to the right reflects
increasing levels of aggression. In other words, turning the dial to the right (clockwise),
indicates that the woman’s [man’s] behavior in the video clip is increasingly, or more,
aggressive. Conversely, turning the dial to the left (counter-clockwise) indicates that the
woman’s [man’s] behavior in the video clip is decreasingly, or less, aggressive.
Remember, the dial can be adjusted continuously throughout your viewing of each
video clip to reflect changes in your perceptions. Also, remember that you are providing
ratings for the woman’s [man’s] behavior.
Directions provided before acceptability trials:
For the following video clip, please provide ratings of how acceptable you perceive the
woman’s [man’s] behavior to be. The term acceptable refers to how appropriate or
justified you perceive the woman’s [man’s] behavior to be during the video clip.
Turning the dial to the right reflects increasing levels of acceptability. In other words,
turning the dial to the right (clockwise), indicates that the woman’s [man’s] behavior in
the video clip is increasingly, or more, acceptable. Conversely, turning the dial to the
left (counter-clockwise) indicates that the woman’s [man’s] behavior in the video clip is
becoming decreasingly, or less, acceptable. Remember, the dial can be adjusted
continuously throughout your viewing of each video clip to reflect changes in your
perceptions. Also, remember that you are providing ratings for the woman’s [man’s]
behavior.
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Study: Relationship Perceptions
In this study you will be asked to view several audio-visual clips depicting a couple in a
romantic relationship and provide ratings regarding your perceptions of the clips. The clips may
involve depictions of relationship conflict and aggression. You will also be asked to complete
surveys. Some, but not all, of the questions on the surveys will be personal questions of a
sensitive nature. Participation in the study is open to both male and female students in
psychology 102 who are at least 18 years old and identify as heterosexual. You pay participate
in this study only once. Study participation will take approximately 60 minutes to complete.
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Informed Consent
You are invited to participate in a research study entitled, “Relationship Perceptions.” The
purpose of this study is to learn more about how people perceive relationships. In this study,
you will be asked to view and rate audio-visual depictions of relationship conflict that might
include violence and complete a survey of the strategies you have used to deal with conflict in
dating relationships in the past year. You will also be asked to complete a brief demographics
survey.
.
While completing this study, it is possible that you may experience some disturbing thoughts,
feelings or memories. If you feel upset during or after the study, you can contact the Crisis Line
at (815) 758-6655. The Crisis Line is available 24-hours-a-day. In addition, you will be
provided with other phone numbers of agencies in the DeKalb area that provide counseling.
You will also be provided with Sarah Ramsey’s, M.A., the primary investigator, phone number
and she can be reached during standard business hours. You may contact Sarah Ramsey, M.A.
at (815) 753-1685 should you experience any adverse events as a result of participating in this
study. You may also contact Dr. Alan Rosenbaum, the primary investigator’s supervisor, who
may be reached during standard business hours at (815) 753-7084. This study should last less
than 60 minutes. All of the information you provide today will be anonymous. Your name and
other personally identifying information will not be linked to any information you provide.
By participating in this experiment, you will earn 2 points toward the partial course credit
option in your Psychology 102 course. No other compensation is being offered for participation
in this study.
Your participation in this study will contribute to our understanding of factors that influence the
perception of relationship conflict. Your participation in this experiment is completely
voluntary. If you agree to participate but later change your mind for any reason, you may
withdraw from the experiment at any time without penalty.
Any further information about the experiment may be obtained by contacting Sarah Ramsey,
M.A., Department of Psychology, Northern Illinois University, at (815) 753-1685 or Dr. Alan
Rosenbaum, Department of Psychology, Northern Illinois University, at (815) 753-7084. If you
have questions about your rights as a research participant, please contact the NIU Office of
Research Compliance, (815) 753-8588.
After you have read the form in its entirety and understood the purpose and conditions of the
study, please click on the appropriate button below:
___ I agree to participate in the study entitled “Relationship Perceptions.”
___ I do not wish to participate in the study entitled “Relationship Perceptions.”
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Debriefing and Counseling Resources
Thank you for participating in this study. The information you provided, when combined with
information from other participants, will provide a better understanding of perceptions
surrounding relationship conflict.
There is a chance that completing the questionnaires today may have evoked some disturbing
thoughts, feelings or memories for you. Talking with others or with a counselor can be helpful
in dealing with them. The experimenter is available to discuss with you any concerns you may
have, and if you wish, will give you a referral to counselors who can help you cope with
emotions you may be experiencing.
If you have any questions concerning the experiment or would like to speak with the
experimenter about the topics addressed in the questionnaires, please contact Sarah Ramsey,
M.A., Department of Psychology, Northern Illinois University at (815) 753-1685 or Dr. Alan
Rosenbaum, Department of Psychology, Northern Illinois University, at (815) 753-7084.
Thank you again for your assistance! Your participation is invaluable in our research efforts.
DeKalb County Resources
DeKalb and Northern Illinois University are fortunate in having several free or low-cost
services available to the community.
Student health insurance will cover 80% of eligible charges (after the deductible has been met)
up to a maximum benefit of $2,500 per plan year for outpatient treatment. The counselor must
be licensed in the State of Illinois to provide mental health services (e.g. psychologist,
psychiatrist, licensed clinical social worker, licensed clinical professional counselor, marriage
and family therapist, etc.)
This list is intended to help you find timely and appropriate assistance. Sometimes one agency
will have a high demand for services that necessitates a waiting period for new clients, or you
may have personal reasons for choosing one agency over another. Counselors at any of these
agencies will gladly assist you in making a final decision about where to seek help.
Campus Services
Counseling and Student Development Center, NIU (STUDENTS ONLY)
Phone:
815/753-1206
Address:
Campus Life Building-200
Fees:
None for counseling. Modest testing fees.
Hours:
8:00 a.m. – 4:30 p.m. Monday-Friday
Open whenever NIU is open, including breaks.
After Hours: Assistance after hours available by calling—815/753-1212
Description of Services: This service provides students with short-term, individual and group counseling
for a broad range of personal concerns. Career counseling services include interest assessment,
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workshops, and use of computerized career counseling programs. Educational counseling services
include assistance with test anxiety and study skills. Assessments of drug and alcohol abuse are also
provided. First appointment scheduled with 3-7 days. (Handicapped Accessible).
Counseling Laboratory, NIU
Phone:
815/753-9312
Address:
416 Graham Hall
Fees:
None for students, faculty, or staff.
Hours:
Call for available counseling hours.
Description of Services: A wide range of services are offered by the counselors including both personal
and vocational counseling. In general, the approach used is one that promotes growth and focuses on
increasing emotional well-being and self-awareness. All counselors are doctoral or masters level
students who are being supervised by members of the counseling faculty. First appointments scheduled
within 3-5 days.
Family Center, NIU
Phone:
815/753-1684
Address:
429 Garden, Rd
Fees:
$5.00 per session fee for students. Faculty, staff, and community members
charged on a sliding scale. No one will be denied services due to inability to pay.
Hours:
Wednesday – 2:00 p.m. – 10:00 p.m.
Thursday – 10:00 a.m. – 10:00 p.m.
By appointment Monday through Friday. Open whenever NIU is open, including
breaks.
Description of Services: Individual, couple, and family counseling. Services provided by graduate
students under supervision of Marriage and Family Therapy faculty. First appointment scheduled within
4 days.
Psychological Services Center, NIU
Phone: 815/753-0591
Address:
Normal Rd and Lincoln Hwy.
Fees:
No fee for students. Faculty, staff, and community members charged on a sliding
scale.
Hours:
Monday – 11:00 a.m. – 7:00 p.m.
Tuesday – 12:00 noon – 8:00 p.m.
Wednesday-Friday-9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Open whenever NIU is open, including
breaks.
Description of Services: Individual, couples, family, and group psychotherapy, Intellectual, personality,
and academic assessments. Clients are generally seen by advanced level graduate student staff under
faculty supervision. Services tailored to meet a client’s specific needs. First appointment scheduled with
7 days. (Handicapped accessible.)
University Resources for Women
Phone:
815/753-0320
Address:
105 Normal Rd.
Fees:
No fee for students, faculty or staff.
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Hours:

Monday-Friday- 8:00 a.m. – 4:30 p.m.
Evening hours by appointment. Open whenever NIU is open including breaks.

Description of Services: Short-term counseling to individuals about their academic progress, careers,
personal development, and other special concerns. Offered also are support groups, information and
referral, issues regarding workplace disputes, and issues involving sexual harassment. (The facility is
handicapped accessible).
Community Resources
Ben Gordon Community Mental Health Center
Phone:
815/756-4875
Address:
12 Health Services Dr.-DeKalb
Fees:
Sliding fee scales based on income. Insurance accepted.
Hours:
Monday-Thursday- 8:00 a.m. – 8:30 p.m.
Friday-8:00 a.m.-5:00 p.m.
After Hours: 815/758-6655 Crisis Line
Description of Services: Comprehensive counseling services to all residents of DeKalb County. Services
to all persons affected by mental health problems, substance abuse, family/child welfare concerns. 24hour sexual assault/abuse services can be accessed through the Crisis Line. First appointment scheduled
within 30 days. (Handicapped accessible and on Campus Bus Route).
Family Service Agency, Center for Counseling
Phone:
815/758-8636
Address:
14 Health Services Dr.-DeKalb
Fees:
$75.00 per visit. Insurance accepted, including NIU Student Insurance. Payment
plans and scholarship funds available.
Hours:
Monday-Wednesday-9:00 a.m. – 8:00 p.m.
Thursday – Friday – 8:00 a.m. – 4:00 p.m. Additional hours available by
appointment.
Description of Services: Individual, couple, group counseling for children, adults, senior citizens, and
families. First appointment scheduled within 1-7 days. (Handicapped accessible and on Campus Bus
Route).
Safe Passage, Inc.
Phone:
815-756-7930
Hotline/Crisis: 815-756-5228
Address:
P.O. Box 621, DeKalb, IL 60115
Description of Services: A wide variety of services are offered to victims and perpetrators of domestic
and sexual violence including crisis intervention and medical advocacy for victims of domestic and
sexual violence, short- and long-term housing for victims and their children, counseling, legal advocacy,
children's services, community education, a batterer's intervention program, and a Latina outreach
program.
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National Resources
National Coalition Against Domestic Violence (NCADV)
Phone:
303-839-1852
Hot Line:
1-800-799-SAFE (7233)
Address:
P.O. Box 18749 Denver, CO 80218
Description of Services: Provides support and community-based, non-violent alternatives (safe home
and shelter programs) for battered women and their children.
National Domestic Violence Hotline
Phone:
1-800-799-SAFE (7233); 1-800-787-3224 TTY for the Deaf
E-mail:
ndvh@ndvh.org
Description of Services: Help is available to callers 24 hours a day, 365 days a year. Hotline advocates
are available for victims and anyone calling on their behalf to provide crisis intervention, safety
planning, information and referrals to agencies in all 50 states, Puerto Rico and the U.S. Virgin Islands.
Assistance is available in English and Spanish with access to more than 170 languages through
interpreter services.
Rape, Abuse, and Incest National Network
Phone:
1-800-656-HOPE
Address:
635-B Pennsylvania Avenue SE., Washington, DC 20003
Description of Services: More than 1,100 trained volunteers are on duty and available to help victims 24
hours a day, 7 days a week at RAINN-affiliated crisis centers across the country. Calls are confidential.
Safe Nest
24-Hour Hotline:

1-800-486-7282

Description of Services: Offers a wide variety of services including a national hotline, shelters,
counseling, advocacy programs, and community outreach programs.
Private counselors, clinical social workers, and psychologists are available in the yellow pages of the
phone book under “Psychologist” or “Mental Health Services” or “Social Services”.
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Learning Point
Thank you for participating in our experiment. Your participation is extremely valuable and we
hope the experience was worthwhile. To help enhance the value of this experience, we wanted
to provide some information to you about the design of our research study.
In our research study, you watched and rated a series of videos depicting relationship conflict
and completed a survey about strategies you have used to deal with conflict in relationships.
We are interested in examining the relationships between the variables that we collect in our
study.
Classic experimental designs involve the manipulation (or change) of at least one variable. For
example, if we were interested in the effect of the color blue on people’s moods, we would
have to manipulate the color blue. That is, some of the participants in a study would be exposed
to the color blue and other participants would intentionally not be exposed to the color blue. In
both groups, we would need to take a measurement of participants’ mood and see whether
those exposed to blue were more happy or sad than those who were not exposed to blue. If we
randomly assigned our participants to the blue or the no-blue group, we would have a classic
experiment. This type of design has a strong advantage for determining whether something
causes something else (e.g., exposure to the color blue causes a happier mood).
However, in the real world, often we can’t manipulate our variables of interest. For example, if
we are interested in the impact of dating violence on depression symptoms, it would NOT be
ethical to randomly assign some participants to get physically assaulted by their dating partners.
When we cannot or do not want to manipulate the variables of interest, we can choose to do a
correlation design. The study you just participated in employs a correlational design. In a
correlational design, we gather information about people’s experience in the world (without
trying to manipulate or change them) and then we test the strength of association between
variables. We use statistics to compute correlation coefficients (or variations on these) to test,
for instance, whether experiencing physical violence within a dating relationship is associated
with higher levels of depression symptoms.
Importantly, one disadvantage of a correlational approach is that it is very difficult to prove that
one variable causes another – for example, that experiencing physical violence in a dating
relationship causes depression symptoms. It is always possible that some unmeasured or
extraneous variable might be affecting the relationship between the variables – for example,
people with a history of childhood trauma may be more likely to experience physical violence
within a dating relationship AND more likely to experience depression symptoms. Collecting
data from the same person at multiple points in time (i.e., a longitudinal design) can be helpful
in making stronger causal statements from correlational data.
Here are some websites with additional information about research design and correlations:
http://www.psy.pdx.edu/PsyTutor/Tutorials/Research/Elements/P4.htm
http://www.bized.ac.uk/timeweb/crunching/crunch_relate_expl.htm
http://www.surveysystem.com/correlation.htm
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Here are some books that can be found in the NIU library:
Scott Menard (2002). Longitudinal Research. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. H62 .M39 2002
Fink, A. (2006). How to conduct surveys: a step-by-step guide. Thousand Oaks: Sage. HN29
.F53 2006

